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Abstract
The objective of this dissertation is to examine the idea of retribution in the Book of
Ezekiel. Chapter One introduces the problem by offering a brief review of some
recent studies on the idea of retribution in the Old Testament. Koch's seminal paper,
which sets the agenda for further discussion, is taken as the point of departure. His
thesis of a mechanical relationship between action and consequence is shown to be
untenable, but what remains to be shown is that retribution is not simply juridical in
nature. The thesis of this dissertation is that underlying Ezekiel are three principles of
retribution: covenant, the disposal of impurity, and poetic justice. The first principle,
considered in Chapters Two and Three, is that the connection between act and
consequence is governed by a covenant and hence is a juridical understanding. The
consequence of one's action is determined by an external agent according to some
agreed norms. These norms can be part of the terms of a covenant taken as a marriage
covenant (Ez 16), or a vassal treaty (Ez 17), or a future covenant between Yahweh
and Israel (Ez 20). These norms can also be the blessings and curses which are part
and parcel of a covenant. By comparing Ezekiel with Lev 26, we find that Ezekiel
employs this covenantal framework to relate action and consequence. The second
principle, examined in Chapters Four and Five, is that impurity requires its
resolution. That is, impurity should be confined or disposed of. One way to do this is
to remove the source of impurity. Thus, the connection between action and
consequence is likened to the connection between the production of impurity (i.e., the
action) and the removal of the source of impurity (i.e., the consequence). Chapter
Four looks into the idea of impurity in the OT in general and Ezekiel in particular and
identifies three types of impurity: permanent, ritual and moral. While ritual impurity
is the main concern of Leviticus, Ezekiel is preoccupied with moral impurity.
Chapter Five investigates the relationship between impurity and retribution. The
prime concern of the temple vision in Ez 8-11 is purity and here the main offence of
the people is idolatry, resulting in the pollution of the temple/city. Thus, the slaughter
in Ez 9 and the burning of the city Jerusalem in Ez 10 are responses to this pollution,
the purpose of which is to remove the defilement caused. Moreover, the exile, the
forced removal of the inhabitants from their land, is a reaction to the defilement of
the land. The exile removes from the land the source of defilement so that the land
will not be polluted any more. The third principle, examined in Chapter Six, is that
the consequence should be like the action by incorporating some features of the
action. This can be called the principle of "like for like" and texts exhibiting it are
sometimes said to show poetic justice. This likeness is forged by the repetition of the
same verb used in the action as in the consequence, the repetition of the same
agent(s), the (re)use of the means for committing the deed as in executing the
consequence, the portrayal of the consequence as outrageous as the deed, or
rendering the action futile by the consequence. Chapter Seven provides a summary of
the findings with conclusions concerning the relationship of these three principles





Events in the sixth century BCE formed a watershed in the history of Israel. In
the first deportation by Nebuchadnezzar in 597 BCE, king Jehoiachin, the nobles and
leaders of the people were taken away to Babylon. At that time the temple remained
intact and the southern kingdom Judah was still allowed to be ruled by the puppet
king Zedekiah. But his conspiracy with Egypt against Babylon in 589/588 BCE led to
a dire consequence. About two years later in 587/586 BCE Nebuchadnezzar besieged
Jerusalem. This time the temple was destroyed, more people were exiled. Zedekiah
was captured in an attempt to flee and was later blinded. Judah as an independent
state existed no more.
The two exiles brought about destruction and devastation. Many people were
killed and a number of cities destroyed. The temple, which was the pride of the
power of the people (Ez 24:21), and the cultic worship associated with it were
brought to an end. The Davidic dynasty barely survived. Many were forced to leave
the land which Yahweh had promised to give to their ancestor Abraham (cf.
Ez 33:24). Both those in the exile and those remaining in Palestine had to face the
challenges this event had brought upon them. They met the plight where the "old
symbol systems"1 were gone.
The Book of Ezekiel offers one of the many reactions to the two exiles. The
Book is attributed to Ezekiel, a priest who was deported to Babylon among many in
597 BCE. Although there has been much discussion on the locale of EzekieTs
ministry, most scholars today accept that his ministry was conducted in Babylon. In
the first six years of his ministry among the exiles, Ezekiel announced the end of
Jerusalem, denouncing those prophets who declared "peace" for Jerusalem (Ez 13:1-
16). Tie condemned the misconduct of the various strata of the people: the king, the
princes, the priests, the people of the land and the ordinary people. He attempted, on
the one hand, to convict the people of their misbehaviour: it was because of what
they had committed that they should be responsible for what had happened and what
1 Klein 1979:5.
2 For a recent discussion, see McKeating (1993:30-61) and Renz (1999:27-38).
1
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would happen. And on the other hand, he sought to convince them of the certainty of
the coming disaster: God would not relent until his anger had run its course (cf.
Ez 24:14).
At that time, serious theological questions were undoubtedly raised by the
people. They wondered whether Yahweh was a God more powerful than the
Babylonian Marduk and whether or not he was strong enough to keep them in the
land (cf. Ez 36:20). They also questioned whether what God had inflicted or would
inflict upon them was too heavy and whether he was just (cf. Ez 18:25). While the
former question is concerned with the omnipotence of God, the latter concerns his
justice in his retribution. The way that Ezekiel addresses this latter question is the
object of the present study.
Etymologically, the word "retribution" is composed of re + tribuere, meaning
literally "to pay back, to give back". It is this idea of paying back that underlines
most modern definitions of "retribution" as, for example, "deserved punishment for
evil done, or conversely, reward for good done".4 According to this definition,
retribution has both a negative aspect, i.e., "deserved punishment for evil done", and
a positive aspect, i.e., "reward for good done". But contemporary usage rarely refers
to the positive aspect.5 In this dissertation both aspects are assumed for the word
"retribution", although we will focus only on the negative aspect. One important
question concerning retribution is "how is this achieved?", i.e., "how is
punishment/reward paid back?" This question contains two components. First, who
will execute retribution, the act of paying back the evil? Second, what is the criterion
or rule according to which what is paid back is determined? This second aspect is
closely linked to the idea of just deserts. It is with these questions in mind that we
turn to the discussion of retribution in the OT.
Since the Enlightenment the concept of retribution has been attributed to both
the OT and God, and in the epoch of the OT studies between Wellhausen and Gunkel
the idea of retribution has been seen as the fruit of the prophetic theology.6 Moreover,
these scholars seem to hold the view that retribution means the infliction of
J See Joyce (1989:33-77) for a discussion on the responsibility of Israel.
4 Tullock 1994:757. Similarly, Towner (1976:742) defines retribution as "the repayment of someone
according to that person's just merits or deserts" and "[i]n religious literature, the term usually
refers to the rewards and punishments meted out to persons by God ..." (cf. Towner 1971:203).
See also Gammie (1970:4) and Zerafa (1973:465). Kuntz emphasises that retribution is different
from mere consequence in that only the former "is tenacious in its claim that reward and
punishment, in the form of just deserts, must be impartially dispensed by a conscious agent"
(1977:226n,19).
5 Cf. OED 13:793.
6 Janowski 1994:248-249. See, for example, Stade (1905:285), Gunkel (1931:1530).
2
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punishment on the offender for a deliberate violation of a norm. As such, they
understand the nature of retribution in juridical terms. That is to say, God (or
sometimes a human) is the agent external both to the offender and the offence who
actually pays back punishment to the offender according to the terms of the agreed
norm broken by the offender. But there does not seem to be any intrinsic reason for
restricting retribution to this juridical understanding. This becomes a point of
contention for the discussion of retribution in OT. In the following we will present a
brief overview of the past scholarship on this question, thus setting the stage for the
present study on the idea of retribution in Ezekiel.
2. The Thesis of Koch
Although many scholars understand retribution in the OT in a juridical manner,
this is by no means a consensus. While some claim that a discussion on the relation
... 8
between disobedience and punishment is still wanting, some others hold that the
relation is closer than a legal understanding would allow. Among holders of this
latter view are Pedersen and Fahlgren.9 Take Fahlgren as an example. He discovers
that there are words which denote both an action and its consequence. For
example, VUH means both being ethically depraved and its consequence, i.e.,
misfortune; DKDH denotes both sin and disaster; and ]1V both trespass and
punishment.10 The same applies to HpHX which means both righteousness and the
fruit of righteousness, i.e., well-being.11 The point for Fahlgren is that at some earlier
time in Israel's history people could not distinguish between cause and effect and
17.
they viewed both as the same one entity. This state of mind is termed the "synthetic
1 o
view of life" ("synthetische Febensauffassung"). Only later does Yahweh gradually
play a more important role. Thus, according to Fahlgren, a deed and its consequence,
and in particular, an evil act and its disastrous consequence, are not to be
distinguished. They are simply connected as a whole, and therefore the consequence
should not be seen (as in a juridical context) as the result of intervention from outside
the deed.
Inspired by and elaborating on Fahlgren's view, Koch's seminal paper on the




9 See Hubbard (1980:6-7) for a review of some other scholars.
10







14 Koch 1955 (ET 1983).
3
there is "a built-in and inherent connection between an action and its consequences"
and "there is an apodictic alternative in force which very simply offers one either
blessing or destruction, without further delineation based on giving special attention
to how important an action is judged to be".15 His argument is based on a study of
selected passages from Prov 25-29, Hosea, Psalms and the Deuteronomistic History.
He points out that in some of these passages, Yahweh is not mentioned at all in the
connection between deed and consequence. Rather, what is depicted in them is that
an action will inevitably result in its consequence, i.e., the consequence is part of the
essence of the action. The deed-consequence-connection is like the connection
between planting and harvesting. The deed is like a seed and the consequence its
fruit.16 The connection between deed and consequence is like the laws of nature
"which operate so that an action inevitably is followed by a reaction".17 By
attributing a locative sense to the preposition 2 in expressions like 11H71ZH2
(Prov 11:5), he asserts that a person is surrounded or enveloped by one's own
actions. Thus, the action "becomes a powerful sphere of influence which was created
1 R
by the person who did something and is now caught by what he did". Koch calls
this the "schicksalswirkende Tatsphare". The action has "an in-this-world, material,
self-activating quality about it".19 He further notes that verbs like QblZ? (piel) and 21U?
(hiphil) do not mean "to reward" or "to requite", but rather "to make complete" and
90
"to bring back" respectively. The point is that passages with Yahweh as the subject
of these verbs do not suggest that his role is that of a judge, but only like that of a
midwife by "facilitating the completion of something which previous human action
91.
has already set in motion". It is the Septuagint which introduces the legal ideas by
99
rendering these verbs with juridical terms. There is, in fact, no Hebrew word
meaning "punishment".23 The use of passive verbal forms in describing the
consequences further shows that there is no active intervention of Yahweh, but only
an inherent connection between consequences and their originating actions.24
Fahlgren's thesis that some Hebrew words denote both the action and its
consequence points, according to Koch, to the same conclusion.
15 Koch 1983:59-60.




20 Koch 1983:60, 63.





As a consequence of his argument, Koch concludes that there is no doctrine of
retribution in the OT. His conclusion presupposes that retribution should be
understood juridically. But if retribution is not restricted to this sense, then what
Koch does amounts to proposing an alternative understanding of the concept of
retribution instead of the often assumed juridical view. Koch's thesis of the
mechanistic connection between deed and consequence is warmly received by von
Rad,25 McKane26 and Wolff.27
3. Reactions and Further Discussion
A modification brought to Koch's thesis comes from Horst. While scholars
before him may have assumed the juridical nature of retribution, Horst argues for it.
He holds that Yahweh's unchangeableness and exclusivity is the centre of all
theological statements in the OT, and as such there is nothing autonomous and high-
90
handed left in the world. This character of Yahweh enforces the de-magicisation
("Entmagisierung") of the cubic rites, followed by their historisation
("Historisierung"), thus relating them to Yahweh's special historical salvific
9f) ... ... . .
actions. The same de-magicisation and historisation also play a role in the domain
of secular law.31 In doing so, the law has its origin and norm in the God who explains
99
himself to Israel and in his salvific sovereign will. That is to say, even if one asserts
the origin of punishment in magical thought, at a later stage the religious language
appropriates the language of private laws, thereby expressing the idea of punishment
as, for example, a private revenge. Thus, it is God who sets in motion and brings to a
fulfilment a legal case against a person who misbehaves.33 The basic point ofHorst is
that although Koch is correct to detect a '"primitive" notion of retribution in the Old
Testament, he errs in rejecting any legal idea from Yahweh's act of connecting deed
and consequence.34
2'
von Rad 1962:266, 384-386, 436. Notes, however, that the rendering of the German original "sein
Blut (d.h. die Blutschuld) komme iiber ..." as "let his blood (that is, his blood-guiltiness) be upon
..." (p.385, our italics) may blur a distinction which Koch and Reventlow want to make. For this,
see Note 37 below. See also von Rad (1972:79, 128-129).
26
E.g. McKane 1970:271. Commenting on Prov 1:19, he states that "the relationship between the
actions of the fools and the bad end which overtakes them is inward and necessary, not
superimposed as the consequence of a forensic verdict and penalty...".
27 Wolff 1974:68.
28 Horst 1956.





j4 See also Horst (1962).
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A similar approach is taken up by Reventlow. In an article published in 1960,
Reventlow traces the development of the use of the formula "sein Blut komme iiber
sein Haupt". When it appears in a curse, it may take up the magical structure of a
curse and hence come close to a mechanical outworking of a deed to its
consequence. Later, when the formula is uttered in the cult or a prayer, it is
personalised in that God is supposed to be present and punish the guilty party. A
last step in overcoming the primitive understanding of the self-effecting deed-
consequence connection is in the prophetic pronouncement of the divine "I" as found
37
especially in Ezekiel (e.g. Ez 18:13). Like Horst, Reventlow argues that there is a
development in the idea of retribution from the mechanical to the juridical.
In two linguistic studies, J. Scharbert offers a critique of Koch's thesis from
another perspective. In his study on the verb "TpD, he considers the various
syntactical structures and different conjugations involved when the verb is used
transitively with person, things and offence as objects and when it is used
intransitively. Ele also pays brief attention to its cognate substantives. He observes
that when God is the subject of the verb with a person as object it does not always
mean a self-originating and fateful consequence of an evil act, but it also has to do
with divine intervention. Moreover, although Koch noted correctly, "Das pqd im
wohlwollenden Sinn hat allerdings nichts mit 'Lohn' zu tun ...", Scharbert argues
against Koch that it "bezeichnet ein gnadiges, hilfsbereites und heilstrachtiges
Besorgtsein Gottes ,..".40 These point out the presence of a personal God who is
certainly active in the world. In his second study, the verb QbtZ? is analysed in a
similar fashion. This verb is of special importance in the argument of Koch who
renders its piel form as "to make complete". But the verb is also capable of assuming
the meaning of "to give back, to pay, to remunerate, to substitute"41 in contexts of
j5 Reventlow 1960:314.
36 Cf. Reventlow (1960:321-322) states: "Die Kundgabe des Rechts an Israel ist eine
Wesensausserung des gottlichen Herrn selbst, und auch die Fluchformel (welch primitiv-magische
Vorgeschichte sie auch immer haben moge) ist da mithineingenommen. Es gibt keine Strafwirkung,
hinter der nicht unmittelbar die Autoritat des gottlichen Herrn dahintersteht. Die magische
Auffassung der Vorgeschichte ist auf dieser Stufe langst uberwunden."
37 Reventlow 1960:324-325. In response to Reventlow, Koch (1962) modifies his viewpoint. As the
titles of this article and Reventlow's indicate, Koch holds that "his blood remains on his head"
instead of Reventlow's "his blood comes upon his head". Thus, Koch maintains the close
connection between deed and consequence. However, he is ready to drop the notion of
"mechanical" to describe the deed-consequence-relationship and admit that God is a co-worker
(still not a judge) in bringing the bloodguilt of a person back to him/her.
j8 Scharbert 1960, reprinted in Koch (1972:278-299); Scharbert 1961, reprinted in Koch (1972:300-
324).
39 Scharbert 1960:283.
40 Scharbert 1960:298 (his italics).
41 Scharbert's "zuriickgeben, (be)zahlen, begleichen, entgelten, ersetzen" (1961:309).
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legal and economic life. It can even refer to the reactions of Yahweh towards human
behaviour in theological language. Although Koch is right to hold that the verb in no
way characterises Yahweh as a judge, it speaks of God reacting to the morally
relevant human actions and operating with a "natural feeling of justice" ("naturliche
Gerechtigkeitsempfinden") demanding a corresponding "reward" for every action.42
The merit of Scharbert's studies lies in the detailed treatment of the syntactic uses of
the verbs in their various contexts. This is in contrast to Koch who seems to limit the
words to their etymological meanings. But in the end, Scharbert holds that divine
retribution and the idea of schicksalswirkende Tat stand beside and supplement each
other.43
Pax criticises Koch for not giving a precise definition of "retribution" and
proposes the following: "die lohnende und strafende Reaktion Gottes auf die guten
and schlechten Taten der Menschen".44 Pax provides both a theological and a
linguistic argument. Theologically, he points out that the Psalms show that God is
intensively involved in human affairs in relation to both salvation and calamity.45
This ambivalent character of Yahweh's action speaks against Koch's one-sided
emphasis on evil and calamity.46 Moreover, the idea of judgement as seen in its
connection to the wrath of Yahweh on the one hand, and in its relation to pTS which
refers to community faithfulness in the covenantal relationship between Israel and
Yahweh on the other hand, is not late but anchors in the OT thought from the
beginning.47 Linguistically, to argue on the basis of the absence of the word
"punishment" is basically an argumentum e silentio. The lack of a word, for example,
"parents", in the Hebrew does not mean that there is no such an idea. This may also
• 48
apply to the case of the word "punishment". From a literary-stylistic viewpoint, Pax
rejects Koch's idea that the use of impersonal terms in the Unheilsphare
demonstrates the mechanical relationship between deed and consequence. Pax puts
forward the rhetorical device Hysteron-Proteron, i.e., the subjective side is placed
before the objective side. For the psalmist, the destruction of the enemy is so
important to him (i.e., his subjective feeling) that it is placed before the temporally
earlier judgement of God (i.e., the objective fact) (e.g. Ps 9:16-17).49 Related to this
is the idea of Fait-Accompli-Darstellung where an expected or possible event is
42 Scharbert 1961:322-323.
43 Scharbert 1961:324.
44 Pax 1960/61:62 (his italics).
45 Pax 1960/61:65-84.
46 Pax 1960/61:68, 84.




pushed to the front as accomplished. In some of these cases the LXX renders a
perfect in the MT as if it were an imperfect (e.g. Ps 109:17). That is to say, the LXX
brings changes to the MT in order to maintain a logical flow.30 Also classified under
this category are those sayings using the pictures of seed and harvest, pit and net in
which the evildoer is caught, the point of which is to express the irrefutability and
truth of a state of affairs. They are concerned more with the subjective wishes of the
speaker than the "gesetzmassigen inneren Entwicklung".51
Knierim enters the discussion through his study of different words for "sin". He
holds a similar developmental view as Horst and Reventlow, i.e., the act-
consequence-connection moves from its original status as a neutral world principle,
characterised correctly by Koch as a "schicksalswirkende Tatsphare" to a
personalised version in its later reception in the Yahwistic faith. He also calls
Koch's view "dynamistic" which "wird hier im Sinne einer aus sich bestehenden
c-j
....
Bewegungsfreiheit der Macht ... verwendet''. ~ However, his distinctive contribution
lies in his attempt to reconcile the opposition between the dynamistic and the legal
views of retribution. He argues that the legal practice can be represented as a form of
completing the dynamism. Legal practice and dynamism work in and with each
other.54 It is thus incorrect to say that the legal thinking overcomes or substitutes the
dynamistic thinking, but only that the legal thinking undermines the autonomy of the
dynamistic thinking through the Yahwistic faith. Both the legal and dynamistic
thinking are taken as means or forms of expression of the rule of Yahweh. The fate-
producing event has a dynamistic-autonomous quality and can be conceived as
constituted by Yahweh at the same time.55 As to the relationship between Yahweh
and the dynamism, Knierim asserts that the OT gives a different picture in different
contexts depending on to what extent Yahweh's sovereignty is underlined.36
Ploger in his discussion on Dt 28 devotes a section to "Vergeltung im Dt".57 He
argues that Koch's view is too limited to explain a number of passages in
Deuteronomy.58 Following Pax, he argues for the active intervention of Yahweh as
shown in his anger and compassion. Yahweh indeed punishes and rewards. As such,
Yahweh is more than simply a mid-wife.39 Moreover, one should not fail to notice
50 Tax 1960/61:100.
51 Pax 1960/61:101.
52 Knierim 1965:73-91, esp. 89-91.











that Deuteronomy underlines the covenantal framework in the relationship between
Yahweh and Israel. With it, the "Segen und Fluch werden zu einem Instrument
gottlicher 'Vergeltung'". Blessings and curses stand in an inner correspondence with
obedience and disobedience respectively. Consequently, "dokumentiert Dt 28 mit
Segen und Fluch das Prinzip einer gottlichen Vergeltung".60 The curse is not a
magical power triggered by a human, but meted out from God who becomes the
"strafenden Richter" when a people break the covenant.61 Thus, apart from upholding
the role of God in retribution, Ploger points out a principle, i.e., the covenantal
blessings and curses determine how the consequence is related to the deed.
Criticising Ploger for failing to detect variations in the idea of retribution,
Gammie seeks to delineate its different aspects in Deuteronomy. First, retribution
appears as an impersonal and mechanical principle which states that an evil act is
destined to bring guilt upon its actor. This is basically the same idea put forward by
Koch. In this case, the other facet of retribution, namely, that a good act will effect a
62
good outcome, is absent. This facet appears in the second aspect of retribution, i.e.,
retribution is a principle according to which the faithful are assured that Yahweh will
recompense them accordingly. Gammie emphasises that although passages indicating
such an understanding seem to be theocentric, they are actually anthropocentric in
that "God is only a reactor to man rather than the determiner of history". Even God
himself acts according to this principle. From this, there is a movement to a more
theocentric notion of retribution. The third aspect of retribution is that retribution is a
personal and theocentric conception to describe the relationship between God and the
human. Here, God's initiative in electing and imparting commandments to Israel is
stressed. God can even restrain his anger so that human sins do not always get their
due punishment.64 The fourth aspect is the dissolution of the idea of retribution.
Retribution is seen as inappropriate to describe the relationship between God and the
human in face of other considerations. For example, God humbles Israel so as to test
her (Dt 8:2); God lets Israel hunger in order to teach her that humans do not live by
bread alone (Dt 8:3, 5); God dispossesses the nations because of their wickedness
and also his promise to the patriarchs but not because of the righteousness of Israel
(Dt 9:4-6). These stand as arguments correcting the fossilisation of the
anthropocentric view above as a "dogma": "misfortune may be sent for reasons other
60







than man's sin; prosperity is not necessarily a sign of man's virtue".63 Again,
Gammie proposes a developmental scheme. One may doubt if the four phases can be
delineated as clearly as Gammie claims. One may also question whether Gammie has
paid sufficient attention to the literary or rhetorical features of the text so that the
objections raised against a dogmatised doctrine of retribution mentioned above may
be taken as serving a different purpose.
Zerafa offers an almost point for point argument against Koch's position. First,
like Pax he holds that the absence of a Hebrew word for "punishment" has no bearing
on the argument.66 Second, he points out that Koch stretches the etymological
meaning of verbs like Dbtt? too far in some cases (e.g. Dt 7:20; Gen 44:4).67 Third,
generally speaking there is no doubt that the OT speaks of God dispensing reward to
the just and punishment to the wicked. In cases where retribution is referred to
without mentioning God, either human agents are called upon or the agent of
retribution is not mentioned at all. In the latter case, which happens mostly in the
wisdom literature, the texts are not concerned with the mechanism of retribution, but
state the simple fact. This is simply a literary way of presenting a fact.68 Fourth, the
attribution of good or bad is not by "some abstract standard, but only with respect to
God". As a consequence, the result of all human activity depends on God. Legislation
for the society necessarily expresses God's will of what should be done to the
righteous or the wicked. Zerafa finds it hard to "believe that the Israelites ever
admitted the so-called primitive principle of an automatic return of good or evil".69
Lastly, as the lord of creation, God acts freely so that reward is a gift rather than a
strict human right and punishment is an expression of God's response to an offence
rather than an automatic return of evil done.70
In an article on natural law, Barton discusses the notion of poetic justice which
means "a divine judgment is declared in a way that stresses its appropriateness to the
sin which has called it down".71 He holds that by regarding those passages speaking
of poetic justice as exhibiting the Israelite synthetic view of life (as Koch does), one
reduces those assertions in the passages to tautology or vacuity. If sin inevitably leads
to suffering, then the "vivid images in which the prophets show the congruence of sin
79







71 Barton 1979:9 (his italics).
72 Barton 1979:12.
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texts bearing the notion of poetic justice depict not the mechanism of retribution for
sin but the moral character of God who acts justly by repaying the humans what they
deserve. In asserting this, Barton claims that the prophetic appeal to poetic justice
makes sense only if the audience has some agreed notion of what is counted as
justice and what is not, and this points to the idea of natural law. Thus Barton
cautions us to take into account the non-metaphysical use of language.
Miller challenges Koch's claim that there is no juridical character involved in
the connection between offence and punishment. Miller argues that even if we hold
that a punishment grows from a crime, their relation can still be understood in a
judicial context as witnessed by the Judicial Papyrus of Turin. Actually,
Westermann's analysis of the judgement speech points out the juridical-legal setting
of this type of speech. Furthermore, by bringing out some correspondences between a
particular crime and its punishment, the principle of talion is reflected and hence the
73 •
juridical character of this type of speech is further accentuated. Also important is
Miller's observation that the various passages he analysed show that there is "a kind
of synergism in which divine and human action are forged into a single whole or the
divine intention of judgement is wrought out through human agency".74 Thus, like
Horst before him, Miller pays particular attention to the role of the human agent in
the realisation of the Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang and its legal context.
Another important contribution of Miller is his observation on the rhetorical
use of language. Re-examining some of the prophetic texts treated by Koch, Miller
asserts that these texts deal more with a relation of correspondence between sin and
punishment than consequence.75 That is to say, these texts stress that punishment is
like the sin committed. This emphasis on the correspondence between sin and
punishment points not to the mechanism of cause and effect as held by Koch but to
"a concept of retributive justice".16 The idea of correspondence "sets at the center of
Yahweh's judgment the affirmation of appropriate justice" and is used "to sharpen
or heighten the relation between sin and judgment when the Tun-Ergehen
Zusammenhang is not clearly evident and even when it is".77 Miller identifies three
73 Miller 1982:134-136.
74 Miller 1982:138.
75 For his earlier work on the correspondence of sin and judgement, see Miller (1978:27-36). See also
Miller (1984).
76 Miller 1982:134 (his italics).
77 Miller 1982:136-137 (his italics). In this connection, we may mention Boogaart (1985). In the
article, although Boogaart is somewhat reserved with respect to the argument of Miller against
Koch, his treatment of Jdg 9, which seems to be an extended commentary on Koch's opinion that
"the doer of mischief suffers in return the same evil he has inflicted on another" (48), remains very
similar in tenor to Miller's. Not only does he detect a lot of correspondences between the evil deed
of Abimelech and the men of Shechem and the fate they suffer because of it, he also mentions that
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possible sources for this correspondence. The first one is the general and universal
patterns of speech and style. Secondly, depending on Lohfink, correspondences
between sin and judgement by repetition of the same verbs can be traced back to
treaties and covenants. The third source is a talionic style or way of thinking which
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can take many forms. Miller's contribution to the study of retribution lies not only
in, as mentioned above, restoring to its rightful place the juridical character of those
texts where the sin-judgement nexus is mentioned but also in deepening our
understanding of the use of the language of correspondence. Miller and Barton's
studies on the use of the language of poetic justice caution us not to interpret hastily
the words too literally. One has to note not just the non-literal force of the language
but also the rhetorical effect. This constitutes another criticism of Koch who reads,
for example, metaphors involving natural and agricultural elements too literally and
thus posits a narrow notion of retribution.79
Taking up the idea of Knierim, Hubbard in his 1980 dissertation discusses the
dynamistic and legal language in the complaint psalms. Two articles have been
80 81
published on the basis of the dissertation, and his idea is further tested in Ruth.
The main objective of these studies is to show how dynamistic and legal language
can function together. He basically develops Knierim's thesis mentioned above that
dynamistic and legal thought operate in and with each other under the sovereign rule
of Yahweh. There is, in fact, no opposition between them. In one of his articles, he
proposes a terminological correction of Koch's "Tatsphare". He points out that the
act-consequence-connection can be conceived not only as a sphere, but also as a
linear and even as a boomerang effect. He therefore suggests the word "dynamic" as
82the comprehensive term for both cases. " He also follows Knierim in using the term
"Ganzheitsdenken". 3 Since he calls Koch's idea "dynamic/dynamistic", it may be
useful to see how he employs the term. In his dissertation, he defines "dynamism" as
it is "[a\fter God's intervention" that "the evil deed committed by Abimelech and the men of
Shechem, i.e. fratricide, conspiracy, and killing upon a stone, return in the same form upon them"
(52, our italics). On the scheme depicted on the same page, Boogaart clearly indicates when God
delays in action, and when he responds to Jotham and send "an evil spirit to return the violence and
blood upon Abimelech and the Men of Shechem". It is thus surprising to find him arguing against
Miller in favour of "the weight of the evidence marshaled by Koch" (54).
78 Miller 1982:98-1 10.
79 For a similar comment, see Hoffman (1992:119).
80 Hubbard 1982a, 1982b.
81 Hubbard 1997.
82 Hubbard 1982b.
83 Hubbard 1982a:278; 1997:192; cf. Knierim 1965:99-100.
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"the theory that acts beget consequences automatically by virtue of an impersonal
force which they are presumed to release". 4 This is refined later as:
The term "dynamism" ... describes the theory that acts automatically release
power which causes their corresponding consequences. Texts reflect the
operation of dynamism in three ways: first, when they report someone's wish or
prayer that another party receive an outcome commensurate with some prior or
anticipated action; second, when they report how a deed produced a subsequent
result whose occurrence is traceable to the original deed; and third, when they
use words whose range of meanings encompasses both an act and its resulting
consequence.83
Hubbard holds that dynamism and law are interwoven together and they both should
... RA
be put under the overarching ontological principle of world order. While the
dynamic dimension underlines the "inevitability, equivalence, orderedness and even
mysteriousness of the process", the legal dimension "underscores the legality of the
07
event". Yahweh is both a world judge and an overseer of the dynamic who
"connects acts and consequences".88
Bostrom offers a renewed examination of Koch's interpretation of the
Proverbial material. Bostrom devotes a chapter to the triad God-Retribution-Order.
He sees retribution as the dispensation of reward and punishment, and compares the
ideas of retribution and order found in both the God-sayings and other sayings in
Proverbs. Some of his conclusions relevant to understanding retribution are
mentioned here. First, concerning the formulation of consequences, there is little
interest in Proverbs to specify the exact consequences of actions. In particular when
the effects of bad behaviour are considered, there is a propensity to use impersonal or
passive forms which express an intentional ambiguity, leaving the cases open for
. />/> . . 89different interpretations. But this "neither necessitates nor justifies the introduction
of an impersonal concept of order or of a strict causal nexus between actions and
5? 90
consequences .
Second, the God-sayings should not be considered as late. The point is that
"[t]o imagine a tradition in Israel or in the ancient world that was devoid of a
religious aspect is not historically credible".91 Moreover, he approves the opinion of




87 Hubbard 1982a:276, 277. Cf. Hubbard 1980:287.
88 Hubbard 1997:209.




except for the references to Yahweh in the former. This observation casts doubt on a
developmental theory of retribution.
Third, a small number of proverbs evinces the active role of God in retribution
while some others stress the sovereignty ofGod in relation to humans and the world.
Bostrom thus summarises that the "God-sayings as a whole point towards a belief in
the Lord as ruler and director of the world where his active role in the retributional
92
process constitutes one facet".
Fourth, regarding the notion of order, Bostrom argues that the term is
appropriate if it denotes the world-view of the sages who believe that the world is
marked by regularity, order and harmony. But when the term is used to designate a
particular world-view in which order is seen as an impersonal principle governing all
things in the world to such an extent that God's actions are rendered superfluous,
then this use is misplaced. Any use of the word "order" to signify the world-view of
the wisdom literature must be qualified by the idea that God is the ruler and sustainer
of the world.9j
Fifth, some sayings are characterised by anthropocentric thinking like those
advocating that a person's own behaviour and attitudes are linked to certain
consequences. Instead of regarding these as opposite to theocentricity, they should be
seen as underscoring the responsibility of the human who can choose between right
and wrong with their foreseeable consequences. However, one should note that
various factors are involved in the retributive process, namely, a person's behaviour,
his/her company and the community.94
Sixth, apropos of the relationship between acts and consequences, Bostrom
suggests that in Proverbs consequences are not primarily related to actions but to the
total life-style and attitude of the person. The term "character-consequence-
relationship" is therefore more appropriate. However, since both the character and
the consequence in the relationship are put in general terms, a precise picture of such
a relationship cannot be determined. A re-examination of the use of DbiZ? (piel)
and 21W (hiphil) in texts on retribution shows that Koch's theory is unconvincing.
Rather, God is active in the retributive process. He is more like a kinsman (btf})
affected by a human's attitudes.95
Seventh, concerning the concept of God, as mentioned above, God is seen as
actively participating in human affairs in association with human responsibility. He is
portrayed not only as a judge and agent of the retribution process, but also as a





kinsman of the people. The accent is put on the sovereignty of God who maintains
justice, harmony and order. Although the anthropocentric viewpoint which
underlines the responsibility of the people does exist, its tension with the theocentric
viewpoint is resolved in some sayings by stressing the sovereignty ofGod who works
out his plans independently of human activities. These two viewpoints are never seen
as contradictory but as complementary.96
Bostrom's treatment of Proverbs is more comprehensive than that of Koch and
therefore offers a more complete picture of the idea of retribution in Proverbs.
Bostrom affirms not simply the role of God in retribution, but goes further in
stressing the association between God and the human in retribution. Also noteworthy
is his observation that many factors are involved in the retributive process so that any
simplistic solution is doomed to be misleading.
In a study on different groups of people in the Proverbs, Delkurt holds that
Proverbs is concerned with living in harmony with the will of God and it places
community loyalty above personal success.97 She affirms with Bostrom that the
QO
proverbs are formulated generally and have less to do with concrete actions. While
some proverbs may express established life patterns, some others simply point out
what should be the case according to ethical standards.99 As such, the proverbs
underline which conduct would lead to which consequence rather than retrace which
act could have triggered the existing consequence.100 This speaks against Koch who
interprets the proverbs as depicting the Is rather than the Ought. More directly,
Delkurt argues that the proverbial wisdom speaks against a rigid view of the deed-
consequence-connection. This is demonstrated by noting that some proverbs establish
oppositions (e.g. 26:4-5), some speak of the abolition of consequences of evil acts
(e.g. 28:13), some which have a theological background point to the imponderability
of life (e.g. 16:1).101 Thus, the proverbs give much space to the work of God. While
the sages are conscious of their limits, they place their trust in Yahweh's personal
102
intervention and uphold the will of Yahweh as a standard for their ethical action.
Hausmann provides another study on Proverbs. Regarding the deed-
consequence-connection, she points out that the connection is not always clear,
especially when there is a big time gap between the consequence and the deed. In this
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present consequence. Moreover, this connection is expressed in various ways. The
one who brings about this connection is sometimes not mentioned and sometimes
Yahweh. No pure immanent connection is to be expected.104 At times, it is stressed
that one should not seek retribution but wait on God to carry it out. Yahweh is the
one who always intervenes on the side of the injured party.10 ' Hausmann holds that
there is no juridical sense in Proverbs, but one can still speak of retribution because
there is an intervening agent, be it God or other humans.106 Lastly, texts on the deed-
consequence-connection have an appellative function, i.e., they emphasise the
responsibility of the actor and encourage one to live a righteous life.107
Responding to the question of "how does it happen that the deed returns to the
actor?" Janowski first points out that the heart of the concept of retribution lies in the
idea of reciprocity.108 That is to say, instead of seeing the actor in him/herself, he/she
is to be placed in the wider context of the society characterised by the principle of
solidarity. All actions are connected with each other in the society. Involved in it is
the idea of connective justice.109 Drawing on the insight of Egyptian wisdom
literature, Janowski holds that retribution belongs to the order of thinking-of-one-
another ("Aneinander-Denken") and acting-for-one-another ("Fiireinander-
Handeln").110 Justice is based on the principle of mutuality and is not a natural
consequence of the good deed. It is rather a function of social action.111 Thus,
proverbs like Prov 26:27 do not speak of a natural-law-like mechanism, but that the
consequence will certainly appear. Some proverbs clearly point to someone other
than the actor him/herself, and therefore reflect "die Aufienseite des Handelns" (e.g.
28:18).112 Some other proverbs with passive or impersonal formulation likewise refer
to a second authority who is not named explicitly (e.g. 11:31). The point is that the
deed returns to the actor not by itself, but through some other person. As such,
• 113retribution belongs to the category of social interaction. In cases like Prov 25:21-
22 where Yahweh is mentioned as the third party apart from the addressee and his
enemies, Yahweh enters the scene and acts as a human would. His action follows the
10j Hausmann 1995:235.
104 Hausmann 1995:236-237.
105 Hausmann 1995:238, 240.
106 Hausmann 1995:243.
107 Hausmann 1995:243-245.
108 Janowski 1994:257. Cf. Towner 1971:203.
109 Janowski 1994:259.
110 Janowski 1994:260.
111 Janowski 1994:261. We may mention Keller's study (1977) in which he argues one-sidedly that
retribution is based only on the principle ofmutuality.
112 Janowski 1994:262 (his italics).
113 Janowski 1994:264-266.
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same principle of mutuality.114 If retribution belongs to the category of social
interaction, then it is a matter of Ought but not Is, and as such Koch's theory of
Tatsphare which attributes an ontic quality to actions, and therefore belongs to the
domain of Is, is wrong.115
More recently, Kelly provides a fresh study on the idea of retribution and
eschatology in the Chronicles. Kelly does not give a clear definition of the term
"retribution" in his book, but in a footnote he points out that the term is used
"neutrally to signify both divine reward and punishment".116 With respect to the
theme of retribution Kelly seeks to re-examine the prevalent view that retribution in
Chronicles is mechanical, individual and immediate by considering both the
theological vocabulary and the narrative structure of the book. The question is
therefore not whether God is the retributor, but how he dispenses retribution. Of
special relevance to the present discussion is Kelly's contention that the Chronicler's
thought can be traced partly to his reflection on the Sinaitic covenant in that reward
and punishment are closely related to the blessings and curses of that covenant.117
The importance of the notion of covenant is affirmed in the narrative structure of the
Chronicles. Kelly shows that the topic of reward and punishment in Chronicles is
seen less generally as a general theory of divine action in history than specifically as
part of the covenantal relationship between Yahweh and his people. The founding
principle employed seems to be the blessings and curses of the Sinaitic covenant
which is seen as underlying the Davidic covenant, carrying with it the temple-
118oriented promise of forgiveness and restoration. Moreover, when the Chronicler
differs from the judgements of Kings (e.g. over Solomon, Rehoboam, Abijah and
Manasseh), he does not furnish a better picture of these kings but underscores the
covenantal goodness of Yahweh.119 The Chronicler is not concerned with the
question of the origin of evil, nor the justification of divine action, nor the question
of innocent suffering (cf. 1 Chr 21:17; 2 Chr 25:13). It is not stated or even implied
that every calamity (such as invasion and illness) is the consequence of sin, but when
114 Janowski 1994:268-269.
115 Janowski 1994:271. Cf. von Rad's "ontological definition of good and evil" (1972:128).
116
Kelly 1996:29n.l. On the same page, he suggests that there is a strong link between "obedience
and blessing, and disobedience and punishment, within the lifetimes of individuals and





Kelly 1996:106. In this connection, we may mention Johnstone's studies on the Chronicles (1986,
1996). He argues that that Israel's sin consists in is a central concept in the Chronicles. The
Chronicler borrows it from Lev 5:14-26 and also Lev 26. The punishment for this sin includes the
forfeiture of land, an idea going back to Lev 26. Although Johnstone does not explicitly refer to the




punishment is meted out, it is shown to be deserved and appropriate for the sin. The
basic point of using the theme of blessing and punishment is to serve the fundamental
i 'y a
concern of "Yahweh's mercy and restorative will toward his sinful people". There
is no strict balance between blessing, "which comes consistently whenever Israel
121'seeks Yahweh', and judgment, which can be mitigated or remitted entirely".
Relevant for us is that the involvement of covenant in retribution implies a juridical
overtone. This not only indicates that Yahweh intervenes as a judge, but also that he
metes out blessings or curses according to the terms of the covenant. As such, it
122
points to a principle which dictates how retribution is dispensed.
The dynamistic view of retribution is again raised recently and supported by
Tucker. He defines the "dynamistic" point of view as that which "sees actions -
• 19T
whether good or bad - as entailing or setting into motion their consequences". He
repeats some previous arguments such as the absence of a Hebrew word for
"punishment", or that the words fll? and nKDn can denote both the evil act and its
consequence,124 or some consequences are formulated passively.125 He further
adduces that impurity is seen as virtually "automatic" and that defilement is not
1 'yr
punishment imposed from without. Since the Israelites should be aware of the
principle of cause and effect, they could apply this principle to sin and its effects.
Even in cases in which Yahweh is said to intervene, there is no juridical perspective
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but only that the sanction is the same as the violation (e.g. Hos 4:9). Although he
affirms the presence of dynamistic thought, he holds that it is not necessarily a more
• 178
primitive but a "less self-consciously reflective point of view".
4. Summary and Comments
It is time to take stock. Koch's article is chosen as the point of departure for our
discussion on retribution in the OT. His position is refined or refuted on different
fronts. His preference for the dynamistic over the juridical view of retribution is
challenged. While some reject the dynamistic view as either the residue of a
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Kelly 1996:108 (his italics).
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Kelly 1996:108 (his italics).
122 Charette (1992:21-62) surveys the OT, with special emphasis on Deuteronomy and Jeremiah, and
concludes that the Sinaitic covenant plays an important role in the OT schema of recompense. With
his interest in the land in mind, he underlines that obedience to the laws and commandments of the
covenant will lead to continuing existence in the land, while disobedience to devastation of and








historical development or simply wrong because of the active intervention of God or
• 1 ?Q
his action through human agency (e.g. Pax, Miller, Bostrom), some seek to
harmonise it with the juridical view (e.g. Knierim, Hubbard). But the latter's move is
problematic at least because these two views do not seem to be reconcilable. For
Koch, the dynamistic view underlines the force immanent in an act which produces
its consequence. But the juridical view presupposes an intervention of an agent
external to the act and its actor. It seems impossible to hold simultaneously that the
consequence of a deed is both produced by an impersonal force of the act and by the
intervention of an external agent. These two views can only be reconciled by
changing the meaning of either or both of them. Consider, for example, Hubbard's
definition of dynamism mentioned above. It is doubtful that the three ways he listed
in which a passage reflects dynamistic thinking can really do so. Firstly, how can a
report of an outcome commensurate to some anticipated action be an indication that
1 "J A
the action "releases power which causes their corresponding consequences"? A
punishment inflicted by a judge can easily be commensurate to the misdeed.
Secondly, when a result is traceable to the original deed, it can well be one
punishment traceable to the original offence. Thirdly, words expressing both an act
and its consequence say nothing about the metaphysical connection between an act
and its consequence. At this particular point, Fahlgren and therefore Koch's reliance
on words possessing this property is ill-founded. More than thirty years ago Barr has
already confuted the thesis that a linguistic structure reflects or corresponds to the
• 131
thought structure. One example he mentioned may be used to illustrate this point.
It is absurd to say that English speakers cannot distinguish between knowing facts
and knowing people because there is only one word "know" whereas German or
French speakers can because the former has "wissen" and "kennen", and the latter
"savoir" and "connaitre". It is equally absurd to claim that since there are Hebrew
words meaning both an act and its consequence, the Hebrews are not aware of the
difference between them and see them as one synthetic whole. Thus, texts having
either of these three properties listed by Hubbard can in no way reflect what he wants
them to reflect. Similarly, Tucker's definition of "dynamism" is equally problematic.
There is certainly a difference between saying that actions entail or set in motion their
consequence and that actions produce their consequence by virtue of their forces in a
natural law-like manner. Again, the first can imply a juridical intervention but the
latter cannot. Thus, Koch's idea of "dynamism" is modified by his successors so that




it can be incorporated within a legal framework. Moreover, as just mentioned, there
is an intrinsic difficulty with Koch's view because it presupposes a correspondence
between linguistic and thought structures. Related to this is Koch's claim that the fact
that there is no Hebrew word in the OT for "punishment" supports the thesis that
actions have built-in consequences. This, of course, is equally absurd as Pax and
others have pointed out. The lack of a word in a language system does not imply that
this language user has no such an idea. Would Koch say that the Israelites have no
sense of history since there is no Hebrew word for "history" in the OT? As a matter
of fact, there is no Hebrew word for "schicksalswirkende Tatsphare", otherwise Koch
would not have had to argue for the concept it represents. However, Pax's
1 T J
explanation that because Hebrew lacks abstract nouns is also unsatisfactory. Ban-
provides a still further relevant criticism on Koch. Barr warns of the danger of taking
the etymological meaning of a word as its most important meaning and trying to read
i
this meaning into its various contexts. Koch committed precisely that mistake as
has been readily noted by scholars (e.g. Scharbert, Zerafa).134
Furthermore, Koch's argument is also untenable from a stylistic point of view.
He argues that passive or impersonal formulations in some descriptions of the
disastrous consequence show that there is an inherent connection between deed and
consequence. Other scholars are quick to point out that stylistic features may play a
role (e.g. Pax, Zerafa, Bostrom). Sometimes the passive formulations suggest a
second party or even a third party who brings about the consequence (e.g. Hausmann,
Janowski). In some of these cases, Yahweh is seen as that intervening party.
Hausmann rightly notes that in Proverbs, retribution belongs to Yahweh. That last
observation also shows that Koch sometimes pays attention to sayings isolated from
their broader contexts.
More important is the way that Koch sees how language functions. For him,
language seems to work in only one way, namely, description of reality. The seed-
harvest saying is taken literally as depicting the mechanism of deed and consequence.
The preposition 3 is interpreted in a locative sense (although not limited to that) to
give the idea of a Tatsphare. Equally problematic is Hubbard's idea of "linear" or
"boomerang" motion of the action. Texts which speak of the deed-consequence-
eomieclion have nothing to do with outlining the dynamism (between deed and
consequence). They are not dealing with the Is of the world. Rather, these texts are
expressions of the Ought. In cases where there is a temporal separation between a
lj2 See Barr (1961:27-30) for a refutation.
133 Barr 1961:107-160.
134 We may note that Peels (1995:305) finds fault with Koch for omitting to study the word Dj?3 which,
Peels avers, often suggests a strong juridical context.
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deed and its consequence, the connection between them is not self-evident. Thus,
their connection can only be made by interpreting the past deed and present
consequence through the spectacle of the deed-consequence-connection (e.g.
Hausmann). Hence, the deed-consequence-connection is not the result of a
generalisation from daily experiences, but a trust and confirmation of the moral
world order even in view of conflicting experiences. It points to the idea of
distributive and/or connective justice (e.g. Delkurt, Janowski). It also has what
1 T7
Kruger calls an "appellative function" which underlines "in besonderer Weise die
Verantwortung des Menschen fur sein eigenes Ergehen".138 It aims at motivating
people to be responsible, appealing to them to act according to this world order and
to lead a life in good conduct.139 This rhetorical function of language is simply not
taken into consideration by Koch.
In a discussion on retribution it is important to consider not only who or what
brings about the deed-consequence-connection, but also in what sense the
consequence (or punishment) inflicted is deserved or just. This point has not been
brought up in most cases. While a juridical view of retribution includes such a
consideration, a dynamistic view omits it. The use of the (Sinaitic) covenant as a
basis for retribution (e.g. Ploger, Kelly)140 can be seen as a form of the juridical view.
Since the blessings and curses to be meted out as the retributive consequence are the
agreed terms of the covenant, they are also the just deserts. Apart from this, the idea
of just deserts is also found in texts depicting poetic justice or correspondences
between deed and consequence. In these texts the consequence is shown to be
appropriate to the deed through correspondences between them. Instead of taking
these texts as depicting the dynamistic view as Koch claims, they are, as Barton
writes, more concerned with the moral character of God who acts consistently in
rendering human persons "what they deserve".141 These texts show what sort of
consequence is a just desert for what sort of deed. That is to say, the consequence
bears resemblance to the deed. But whether these texts imply a juridical view remains
to be seen.
L'5 Noted by Kruger (1989:90) and Janowski (1994:262). Koch is not clear on this point. Although he
uses the seed-harvest metaphor which implies a temporal distance between a deed and its
consequence, he also claims that an action has "an immediate effect' on the actor (1983:61, his
italics).





Kruger 1989:91; Bostrom 1990:101.
140 Also Peels (1995:304).
141 Barton 1979:12 (his italics).
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The view that the deed-consequence-connection is mechanistic or dynamistic is
not tenable. But what needs to be explored more is firstly the claim of some scholars
that retribution is not always juridical in nature (e.g. Scharbert, Hausmann). Is there a
non-juridical understanding of retribution? Tucker mentions the idea of impurity. But
his idea needs further clarification since there are different types of impurity and not
all can be qualified morally and hence be the subject of retribution which is basically
a moral issue. If Ezekiel presents one of the most important responses to the question
of retribution when confronted with the exile, he can certainly shed some light on this
issue. The second question which needs to be addressed is what makes a
consequence a just desert. A juridical understanding of retribution presents one
solution to this question. The agreed norm within a juridical context serves as the
criterion by which a punishment is meted out. In following the norm, the punishment
is just. But are there any other ways of talking about just deserts apart from juridical
ones? Again Ezekiel may have something to offer since he is also concerned with the
justice of Yahweh in dispensing retribution. "Was his punishment too heavy?" and
"Was his way of dealing not just?" are some of the challenging questions to which
Ezekiel must face and respond.
5. Ezekiel and Retribution
The idea of retribution in Ezekiel with respect to the two aforementioned
aspects has not been dealt with. More often Ezekiel is referred to in relation to the
issue of corporate and individual responsibility.147 While our study will have some
implications for this issue, it is not the purpose of this dissertation to deal with it.
Specific studies on other aspects of retribution in Ezekiel are few and they basically
stress the unsystematic character of Ezekiel. In an article on Jer 5:1-6, Carroll tries to
show that Jeremiah's attack on the people is actually rhetoric used to justify God's
punitive action of Jerusalem. Then Carroll considers some other texts which deal
with similar problems as the Jeremian passage. He notes that in face of the coming
calamity Ezekiel presents three different positions with respect to the fate of the
righteous and the wicked: (1) some of the wicked will be spared, though exiled; (2)
the righteous in the city will be spared and the wicked destroyed; (3) both the
142 For a pioneering work on the issue, see Robinson (1911, 1936, 1937). His idea is adapted by, for
example, Johnson (1949, 1961). Some discussions can be found in Gruenthaner (1942), Daube
(1947:154-189), Mendenhall (1960), Hempel (1964:32-67), Porter (1965), Rogerson (1970, 1977,
1978). For a recent discussion see Krasovec (1994, 1999) and Kaminsky (1995). For a discussion
of the issue with respect to Ezekiel, see, for example, Herzog (1923:61-70), Rankin (1936:83-86),
May (1961), Lindars (1965), Schenker (1981), Maag (1982:70-72, 131-137), Lust (1987), Joyce
(1989), Matties (1990), Kaminsky (1995:155-178) and Krasovec (1999:463-483).
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righteous and the wicked will be killed.143 These divergent views demonstrate that
Ezekiel is not systematic with respect to the idea of retribution.
A more detailed study is carried out by Fishbane who deals with sin and
judgement in Ez 4-24. In these chapters the sins of the Israelites are proclaimed by
Ezekiel in order to confirm the utter wickedness of the people and God's justified
punishment so that no false hope should be cultivated among the people. However,
the perspectives shown in Ez 14, 18, 20 and 21 are contradictory. The message of
Ez 14 is that there is no vicarious salvation. Ez 18 affirms that view and also that
each person can change his/her fate by returning to God. However, Ez 20 presents a
totally negative picture of Israel's history whose message is, in Fishbane's words,
"diametrically opposed to the teaching ofchapter 18".144 Ez 21 goes a step further by
announcing the annihilation of both the righteous and the wicked. These chapters
thus present different ideas of retribution in Ezekiel. Although words like fif, p bl?
and pb create a link between the sins and the divine punishments, the relationship
between them is not uniform. The point is that "the rhetorical strategy appears more
designed to demonstrate the reality of divine providence and the logic of sin-
judgment than any strict principle of legal retribution or equivalent".145
Uffenheimer examines the relationship between Ezekiel's deterministic view of
history and his conception of ethics.146 The former is depicted in Ez 16, 20 and 23,
and touched upon in Ez 11, 33 and 34. In these chapters, Israel's history is portrayed
as a history of total depravity in an utterly pessimistic tone so that no hope
whatsoever is possible for Israel. Thus, the divine punishment of Israel is completely
justified and divine justice should not be questioned at all. This collides with the
ethics of Ezekiel (found, for instance, in Ez 18) which pinpoints the freedom of the
individual to repent so that even the past of the individual would not weigh him/her
down if he/she returns to God. Uffenheimer claims that "it is impossible to bridge the
tensions between these two poles by any kind of harmonizing exegesis ,..".147 This
tension is set up because Ezekiel wants to prepare the exiles for the worst by
announcing the devastating judgement on Jerusalem and at the same time to keep
alive the hope for future redemption for the exiles by calling each individual to be
responsible for his/her actions.
143 Carroll 1984:30.
144 Fishbane 1984:143 (his italics).




The unsystematic character of Ezekiel is likewise pointed out by Joyce,
148 • • • • i
Kaminsky and Greenberg. But the opposite opinion is also voiced. Duguid
examines the fate of the various groups of leadership of Israel, i.e., kings and princes,
priests and Levites, prophets and lay leadership. By considering Ezekiel's critique of
these groups and proclamation of their future, Duguid attempts to prove that there is
a coherent and connected attitude taken toward these leadership groups
throughout the book: those singled out for the most reproach in Ezekiel's
critique of the past are marginalized in his plan for the future, while those who
escape blame are assigned positions of honour. Both upward mobility and
downward mobility are evident ,...149
By "their future", Duguid considers not only the punishment inflicted upon the
groups as announced by Ezekiel, but also their place in the eschatological future
temple displayed in Ez 40-48. Thus, it seems that Ezekiel is more systematic in the
treatment of at least a distinct category of people in Israel.
It is not easy to reconcile the various contradictory viewpoints within Ezekiel.
It may not even be possible to do that since Ezekiel may have held different
viewpoints at different times, or he may have wanted to stress one aspect over
another on a particular issue. Thus, this has to be taken into account in our discussion
of the idea of retribution in Ezekiel.
6, A Note on the Approach Taken
A few words remain to be said on the approach adopted in this dissertation. A
history on the studies of the authorship and unity of the Book of Ezekiel can be found
in many introductions to the OT and needs not be repeated here.150 While these
studies mostly employ various diachronic approaches, the Book of Ezekiel has
increasingly been treated from a synchronic perspective.131 Recently, Joyce has
produced a survey of diachronic and synchronic perspectives on the Book of
Ezekiel.132 As those diachronic studies have shown, the Book of Ezekiel has
undoubtedly undergone many redactional changes. But it is questionable whether
these different layers of redaction can be attributed to the work of an "Ezekielian
1 ST
school" over a long period of time as proposed by Zimmerli, or whether they can
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Joyce 1989:82; Kaminsky 1995:177; Greenberg 1997:469.
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Duguid 1994:1 (our italics).
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See, in addition, Lang (1981:1-31), Lust (1986:1-3), Joyce (1989:21-31), Duguid (1994:3-8). To
Duguid's discussion we may add the work of Ohnesorge (1991).
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E.g. Parunak 1978, 1980; Boadt 1980, 1986; Greenberg 1983a, 1984, 1997; Newsome 1984;
Tromp 1986; Matties 1990; Galambush 1992; Stevenson 1996.
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Joyce 1995. To his list we may add the rhetorical studies of Good (1970), Durlesser (1987, 1988)
and, more recently, Renz (1999). In comparison, Darr's survey (1994) pays little attention to
synchronic studies on Ezekiel.
I5j See Clements's criticism (1982, 1986) on Zimmerli.
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be determined so precisely as claimed by some scholars (e.g. Garscha, Ohnesorge).
The variety of results of these studies certainly serves as a caveat to those who are
embarking on the diachronic task. On the other hand, synchronic studies often point
out literary features which indicate the interconnectedness of different parts of a
pericope or even of the Book. These studies reinforce the homogeneity of the Book
of Ezekiel, thus increasing the difficulty of making "any straightforward division
between primary and secondary material".154 Thus, there is a tendency to attribute the
bulk of the Book of Ezekiel to the prophet Ezekiel himself. On the basis of these
observations and as a reading strategy, the approach we adopt is basically synchronic.
The object of study will be the Book in its present form instead of the history of
formation of the Book. This does not mean that the MT will be accepted without
reservation. But any change brought to the MT will only be made when there is
enough support from both external grounds (i.e., textual traditions) and internal
grounds (i.e., literary features and internal coherence). For the sake of simplicity, we
will use the word "Ezekiel" to denote both the author of the Book of Ezekiel and the
Book itself.
7. Conclusion
In this chapter we have briefly reviewed studies on the concept of retribution,
paying particular attention to the question of who or what brings about retribution
and in what sense the consequence is a just desert. Koch's seminal idea of the
dynamistic nature of retribution is rejected after considering the role of God within
the OT, the linguistic studies of some key words such as rbvi (piel), the stylistic
features of the biblical texts, the functions of language, and the relationship between
linguistic structure and thought structure. Although a juridical view of retribution is
affirmed in some of the studies, it is questionable if it is the only possible view. The
search for other viewpoints continues.
As to what makes a consequence just deserts, not much has been said in the
studies reviewed. The juridical view of retribution helps to justify the consequence
since it is meted out according to agreed norms. Similarly, covenantal blessings and
curses can be seen as just deserts within a covenantal relationship. By appealing to
the general feeling of justice that the consequence should be like the deed, texts
displaying poetic justice point out that the consequence is appropriate to the deed by
showing that the consequence resembles the deed.
In the rest of this dissertation, we will examine in detail Ezekiel's idea of




for retribution, although in some cases he employs human agents to carry it out. Of
greater importance is how Ezekiel argues that Yahweh's retribution is just. We will
demonstrate that for Ezekiel the relationship between deed and consequence is
determined by three principles, i.e., the covenant (Chapters Two and Three), the
disposal of impurity (Chapters Four and Five), and poetic justice (Chapter Six). Thus,
the consequence for a deed is meted out by Yahweh not arbitrarily, but according to
some principles, and hence is appropriate and just.
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Chapter Two
Covenant and Retribution (I)
1. Introduction
In the first chapter, we mentioned that some studies have attributed some
importance to the notion of covenant in relation to retribution. A simple counting
reveals that in the prophetic books, the word "covenant" (TChD)1 occurs 12 times in
Isaiah, 24 times in Jeremiah, 18 times in Ezekiel,2 and 15 times in the Twelve (5x in
Hosea, lx in Amos, lx in Obadiah, 2x in Zechariah and 6x in Malachi). Thus,
relatively speaking, these figures show prima facie that the notion of covenant is of
some importance in Ezekiel. However, this importance is evaluated differently by
scholars. Zimmerli remarks that in Ezekiel there is no well-defined covenant
theology.3 This is followed, for example, by Baltzer, Begg and Joyce.4 But
Reventlow, Mayo and Gray hold otherwise.5 Their difference is, of course, partly
dependent on how much of the material on covenant is considered authentic. Since
the MT is taken as our point of departure, it is not our concern here to enter into this
debate. In the present and next chapters we will examine the relationship between
covenant and retribution. In this chapter we will examine three passages in which
retribution is shown to be related to the terms of the covenant between two parties
(Ez 16, 17, 20). Associated with the covenant are the curses and blessings which are
delivered to those who violate or keep the covenant respectively. Resemblances
between covenants in the OT and ancient Near Eastern treaties and resemblances
between the kinds of doom foretold by the prophets and the threats contained in
ancient Near Eastern treaty-curses have been noted by scholars.6 Thus, this idea is
also important in the relationship between covenant and retribution. This will be
examined in the next chapter.
1 We adopt the traditional translation of rV"ID as "covenant". Barr (1977:36) says that in "talking
about the biblical covenant, ... the word is for most users something of an empty word" and its
meaning is to be derived from the biblical usage. But Nicholson (1986:105-106) argues that
"covenant" is suitable for renderingms in some contexts.
2
16:8, 59,60 (2x), 61,62; 17:13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19; 20:37; 30:5; 34:25; 37:26 (2x); 44:7.
3 Zimmerli 1979:46.
4 Baltzer 1986:172; Begg 1986:81; Joyce 1989:119.
5 Reventlow 1962:157-159; Mayo 1973; Gray 1979:159.
6 Tsevat 1959; Mendenhall 1962; Fensham 1962, 1963; Hillers 1964; Baltzer 1971b; McCarthy
1981.
27
2. ITH2 as a Marriage Covenant: Ez 16
2.1. Introductory Remarks
Ez 16 is a literary unit demarcated in content from its neighbouring chapters 15
and 17. It is divided in three units: vv.2-43ba, 43bp~58 and vv.59-63, each ending
with the concluding formula "says the Lord Yahweh".
In terms of form, the first unit is an oracle of judgement. An expanded
accusation is found in vv.2-34. This is followed by an announcement of judgement,
first introduced by the transitional word pb in v.35. This is followed by a summary
of accusations introduced by p* in v.36. Then a proper announcement is again
introduced by pb in v.37. This unit depicts a foundling abandoned by her parents.
She is rescued by a man who later marries her. But the bride commits adultery,
inciting the anger of and punishment from her husband.
This unit can be further subdivided. Greenberg proposes to demarcate the
subunits as vv.3-8, 9-14, 15-19, 20-22, 23-29, 30-34, and 35-43 on the basis of the
1
use of the concluding formula. Krasovec detects an antithetic structure and divides
o
the text in four parts: The initial plight of the abandoned girl (vv.3-5) is reversed by
Yahweh's loving care (vv.6-14). His love (vv.6-14) is contrasted with the unthankful
behaviour of the bride (vv. 15-34). And her behaviour (vv. 15-34) is countered by
Yahweh's punishment (vv.35-43).
The second major unit is delimited by the combination of "lewdness" (HOT)
(found first in v.27) and "abominations" (mD5?in) (found in vv.2, 22 in the first unit)
in v.43bp and v.58.9 It extends the metaphor started in v.3 by providing two siblings
to the woman Jerusalem. The sisters of Jerusalem are introduced in vv.43bp-46. A
comparison between their conduct with that of Jerusalem is found in v.47 and
vv.51b-52, thus forming an inclusion. In between Jerusalem is compared only to
Sodom in vv.48-50 and only to Samaria in v.51a.10 In v.53, the restoration of the
fortunes of the three sisters is announced, indicating a new theme. This continues
until v.58 where the concluding formula rounds up the unit. Thus, this unit can be
subdivided into vv.43bp-46, 47-52, and 53-58.
The third major unit begins with the emphatic "O plus the messenger formula in
v.59. This unit builds upon the idea of the covenant in v.8. It is concerned with
Yahweh's establishment of a covenant with Jerusalem and her accompanying shame.
This unit has many echoes in the previous two units (e.g. "days of youth": vv.22, 43,







is found first with Yahweh (v.60), and only then with Jerusalem (vv.61, 63).
Connection with the second unit is forged by a transformation of Jerusalem's sisters
into her daughters. Note that the "shame" motif runs through all three major units,
especially the second and third: HObD in vv.52 (2x), 54, 63, in vv.27, 54, 61, and
UTD in vv.52 and 63. The recognition formula in v.62b gives the impression that this
unit is a two-part proof saying which, according to Hals, forms the basic structure of
this unit where there is twice the pattern of intervention of Yahweh (vv.59ayb-60 and
vv. 61b-62a) followed by a result (v.61a and v.62b), and a conclusion in v.63." On
the other hand, Jiingling proposes a chiastic reading: nt2737 forms the outer ring (vv.59
and 63b), IDT-lVD D,pn-D,73 forms the inner ring (vv.60-61aoc and 62-63a), with the
12
centre at v.61apb.
From the point of view of content, we suggest the following for the whole
chapter:13
A vv.2-43ba Prophecy against Jerusalem
v.2 Ezekiel called to accuse
vv.3-5 Jerusalem's origin and initial plight
vv.6-7 Yahweh's first passing by: adoption
vv.8-14 Yahweh's second passing by: marriage and endowment
v. 15 Announcement of Jerusalem's idolatry to the passer-by
vv. 16-22 Jerusalem's idolatry: cultic
vv.23-34 Jerusalem's idolatry: political
vv. 3 5 -43ba Announcement of Punishment
B vv.43bp-58 Jerusalem and Her Sisters
v.43bp Introductory accusatory question
vv.44-46 Jerusalem's sisters
vv.47-52 Jerusalem is worse than her sisters
vv.53-58 The restoration of the three sisters
C vv.59-63 Yahweh's future re-establishment with Jerusalem
2.2. Ez 16:8
2.2.1. A Preliminary Note: Two Basic Approaches
There are two basic approaches to the section comprising vv.3-43ba. The first
is to regard it as an allegory in the sense that it is "a narrative in which each element
represents something or someone else in the real world, so that a point for point
correspondence can be drawn between the allegory and its referent".14 Thus,
" Hals 1989:105. But compare the bipartite structure of Renaud (1986:336).
12
Jungling 1993:142-143.
13 The chiastic structure proposed by Swanepoel (1993:93) for the chapter is not convincing.
14 Galambush 1992:10. See also the definition of allegory in Soulen (1981:15) and Maier (1994:86).
29
historical events corresponding to what is said in the biography are sought. A typical
example of this approach is the Targum.'5 Some modern commentators also call the
text an allegory but recognise at the same time the presence of non-allegorical
elements. Thus, they provide historical correspondences only as they deem
appropriate.16 Even then, their attempts are not always convincing.17 More recently,
scholars have begun to treat the story as a metaphor or an extended metaphor. Their
concern is not only with the reality presented in the story, but also with the various
effects the choice of such a metaphor has on the reader and the relation between the
18 ...
symbol and the symbolised. For our purpose, the priority is to understand the
meaning of the extended metaphor.
2.2.2. Analysis
Chapter 16 opens with the word reception formula "IDXb 'bx mivm VPI,
which almost as a rule marks the beginning of a new speech unit.19 The prophet, who
15 For the Aramaic text, see Sperber (1962). Levey (1987) provides an English translation. Bloch
(1955) goes furthest in this direction.
16
E.g. Davidson 1916:109; Cooke 1936:159; Fisch 1950:83; Fohrer 1955:84; Zimmerli 1979:334-
335; Cody 1984:76-77; Brownlee 1986:220; Block 1997:471.
17 Since this has no direct bearing on our concern, we will refer to this only briefly. While Davidson
(1916:110-111), Greenberg (1983a:301), Brownlee (1986:223-224) and Kruger (1989:184) find
some historical references in the details given in 16:3-7, Allen (1994:237) says explicitly that no
historical counterpart should be expected. Evidently, the connection between the word "field" (v.5)
and the working place of the Israelites as slaves in Egypt is too loose to be convincing. Nor would
one find the correspondence between the rejection of the baby and the emigration of the family of
Jacob persuasive. Given that it is difficult to determine the historical counterparts for 16:3-7, can
we have more certitude in the case of 16:8? The opinion that the oath and covenant in 16:8 refers
to the oath and covenant in 20:5-6 deserves some attention. But we must first reject Greenberg's
suggestion (1983a:278) that the oath in 16:8 is a fusion of the oath to the patriarchs and the mutual
obligation connected with the Exodus since in 20:5-6 there is no mention of an oath to the
patriarchs. Rather, the scene begins in Egypt. Moreover, the patriarchs do not seem to play any
important role in Ezekiel. Another point worth noting is that although the "swearing" language is
found in most modern translations of Ez 20 (which points to a connection with the "to swear" in
16:8) and elsewhere in Ezekiel, the actual Hebrew wording is ,7,(~nx) XfPXI/TIXfM (20:5, 6. 15,
23, 28, 42; 36:7; 44:12; 47:14). Some scholars (e.g. Lust 1967:517-524, 1994:160-164) doubts if
one could equate "to swear" (V3Ub) with this expression which always has God as subject. The
point is that if this equation is not valid, then the identification of 16:8 with 20:5-6 and therefore
with the Sinaitic covenant is problematic. In addition to that, Jungling (1993:137) warns us not to
identify Jerusalem too readily with Israel. If so, it would be even more problematic to identify the
covenant in 16:8 as the Sinaitic covenant.
18
E.g. Hals 1989:109; Galambush (1992:4-11) discusses the moral dimensions and the participation
of the readers; Maier (1994:87) speaks of the "sprachschopferische Funktion" of the metaphor. See
also Stienstra (1993:17-40). Fuhs (1984:80) and Pohlmann (1996:223) refuse to call it an allegory
("Allegorie") and use the term "Bildrede" instead. Jungling (1993:138) says explicitly that "[djie
Bildrede ist keine Allegorie; so widersetzen sich die Einzelzuge der Icherzahlung einer direkten
Ubersetzung aufVorgange der Stadtgeschichte".
19 For a discussion of the formula, see Zimmerli (1979:25-26, 144-145) and Hossfeld (1977:26-27).
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is addressed as D7X~p, is commanded to make known (Jnin) to Jerusalem her
abominations. Such an act can also be found in 20:4 and 22:2 (cf. Tin in 23:36)
where it is associated with judgement. It has therefore a legal and forensic tone.21
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After this commission and the messenger formula, a biography of Jerusalem as a
girl23 begins.
The story of Jerusalem begins with its origin. She is from the land of the
Canaanite, thus stressing her alien origin more than her geographical location. This
pagan origin is reinforced by noting that her father is an Amorite and her mother a
Hittite. The Amorites and the Hittites are Israel's enemies whose practices are not to
be followed (cf. Ex 23:24). This presentation of the origin of Jerusalem is hardly
neutral. The phrase "on the day when you were born" provides a frame to vv.4-5
which describe the plight of the new-born child. Four negative phrases indicate that
she was denied the normally expected treatment for a new-born necessary for life: her
navel cord was not cut, she was not washed, not rubbed with salt and not swaddled in
bands. These omissions are interpreted in v.5 as a lack of compassion for the child.24
9 5
What is more, the child was cast on the field to die because her life was disgusting.
The omissions and the casting out of the new-born not only show a physical rejection
but have a legal meaning. Malul argues that the cutting of the navel cord, washing,
rubbing with salt and clothing the new-born are legal acts of legitimation. That is, by
doing these the parents recognise the child as their lawful child and decide to keep
it.26 By omitting these, therefore, the parents relinquish their rights to the child. Malul
further points out that the word "field" (!T7U7) represents a domain outside another
domain, a sense comparable to the idea of the wilderness (1DTO). With the verb "to
cast out" (fbtyn) the phrase "cast on/to the field" means "to get rid of something and
97
to remove it from one's legal domain to the outside domain". The legal meaning of
all these is that the baby girl was given up by her parents who cut off all legal links
20 This designation of the prophet is peculiar to Ezekiel with a total occurrence of 93 times and in 24
cases it is accentuated by a preceding nnxi.
21 Zimmerli 1979:335; Greenberg I983a:273. For a basic discussion on the form of the judgement




2j For a discussion of the ancient Near Eastern background depicting a city as a woman in general
and the portrayal of Jerusalem as a woman in the OT in particular, see Fitzgerald (1972, 1975) and
Steck (1989).
24 The phrase "no eye looked compassionately on you" is used elsewhere in Ezekiel to describe
Yahweh's action towards Israel (5:11; 7:4, 9; 8:18; 9:5, 10). The positive "my eyes looked
compassionately" is used only in 20:17.
25




with her. Continuing on this line of thought, Block, citing Lev 26:40 for support,
argues that since bltt together with DKQ in association with the covenant means "to
repudiate a covenantal obligation", the expression bi?} here should be
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interpreted as "a legal renunciation of parental obligations by Jerusalem's parents".
At this point, Yahweh passes by for the first time (v.6) to come to the rescue.
While there was no compassionate look on the child (v.5), Yahweh saw it wallowing
in its birth blood. The word "pETD, which occurs three times in v.6, requires some
explanation. The plural form of "blood" is used in cases of blood shed violently.
Hence some ask if the use of the plural here may allude to the bloodguilt of
29
Jerusalem mentioned elsewhere in Ezekiel. The plural form, however, may also
refer to the menstrual discharge (e.g. Lev 12:4-5). In the present context, the blood
refers to the amniotic fluid and blood that the baby girl's mother discharged at her
birth. According to Malul, the taking of a child in its blood and amniotic fluid
underlines the fact that the child taken is abandoned and thus the one who takes it has
full rights to it. Moreover, he argues that the command "H "pfr-Q can be seen as a
TO
formal declaration of adoption. Lastly, in the context of adoption, the expression
-|,nrn...rnm means the raising up of the adopted child by the adopter.31 Here the
image of Jerusalem as a girl is changed to that of Jerusalem as the "sprout of the
field".32 But this image soon gives way to the former one. She matures with the
formation of her breasts and the growth of her pubic hair. Thus, on the level of the
images used here, the passer-by adopts and brings up the baby girl. But less clear is
the last phrase of v.7 which does not seem to fit in well with the adoption
interpretation. It seems that the girl was left on her own (in the field) and remains
28 Block 1997:476. See also Malul (1990:117n.32).
29
Carley 1974:96; Zimmerli 1979:323. For the connection between the plural form and shed blood,
see Koch (1962:406) and Kedar-Kopstein 1978:236.
30 Malul 1990:106-112.
31 Malul 1990:113.
,2 Maier (1994:91) suggests that this image is based upon the idea of a creator God who creates by
his word and let the field flourish by his blessing.
3j Malul's opinion is followed by most scholars (e.g. Galambush 1992; Allen 1994; Block 1997).
Pohlmann (1996) remains an exception. In failing to see the adoption language here, he (1996:225)
states that the passer-by seems to stand at a distance from the girl in v.6 whereas later in vv.8-12
his contact with the grown up girl is much more direct. In almost all commentaries published
before Malul's article, the relationship between that of the passer-by and the child was not
characterised as one of adoption. Davidson (1916:111) is a notable exception. Thus, Malul
(1990:99) is almost right to say that "no scholar has seen the ties between the passer-by and the
foundling as those of adoption".
32
naked/4 However, this helpless situation of the girl prepares for what follows in v.8
-5 r
and finds a complete resolution later in v. 10.
o/-
In v.8 we find the second passing-by of Yahweh. The timing is perfect since
the baby girl who had grown up was now at a time of love. She has arrived at sexual
maturity. V.8 seems to speak of a marriage event between the passer-by and the
woman. For a clear look at it, we present the text as follows:
fbl? 1317X1 8a And I passed by you
1X1X1 8b and saw you,
on ni7 "|ni7 mm 8c and behold, your time was a time of love.
-pbl? 'DID U71DX1 8d And I spread my skirt over you
imii7 HDDXI 8e and I covered your nakedness.
lb 173U7X1 8f And I swore to you
inx moo xioxi 8g and I entered into a covenant with you,
mm nix ax3 8h says the Lord Yahweh,
»b "nm 8i and you became mine.
As in the case of v.6, after the initial passing by, beholding of the girl, and
description of her, the passer-by's action is mentioned. The spreading of the skirt or
the edge of a garment over the woman (v.8d) results in or aims at covering her
nakedness (v.8e). A similar expression is found in Ru 3:9 ("irifaX_bS? "|D33 DUHDI).37
Kruger notes firstly that in some ancient Near Eastern texts the hem of the wife's
garment was cut in divorce procedures to bring about the dissolution of the marriage.
Secondly, the uncovering of a wife's nakedness is a punishment of the woman for
committing adultery (cf. Is 47:2-3; Hos2:12; Nah3:5),38 which at the same time
means the end of the marriage. Thus, the opposite of the action here, i.e., the
"3Q
spreading of the hem is the symbolic act of a marriage proposal, or, it is an act of
"establishing a new relationship" and "extending his [= the man's] authority over her
[= his wife]".40 Some other scholars also regard the expression in Ru3:9 as a
proposal for marriage.41 In our case here, the spreading of the skirt over the woman
not only covers her nakedness in a physical sense (as a partial resolution of the
j4
Despite Malul (1990:112), who does not recognise that v.7 forms a link between the image of the
girl as an adopted daughter and that of the girl as a bride.
35 Cf. Pohlmann 1996:226.
,6 Aalders (1955:257) seems to hold that there is only one passing-by.
" In Ru 3:9, the MT reads a plural (1333) but the LXX and Syriac have the singular which is to be
preferred. Generally speaking, the plural form refers to wings whereas the singular form to a
mantle. For reading the singular form in Ru 3:9, see Campbell (1975:123), Hubbard
(1988:207n.9), Sasson (1989:81), and Viberg (1992:143).
38 Also Greenberg (1983a:287).
39
Viberg (1992:136-137) argues that 123 here does not mean the hem but the whole mantle. But see
Dommershausen (1995:231).
40
Kruger 1984:80-82; quotation from p.84.
41
Phillips 1980:39; Davies 1981:144; Nielsen 1985:206-207.
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nakedness in v.7) but also has a symbolic meaning of engaging her in marriage.42 An
additional reason for supporting the claim that a marriage is involved here is that in
the marriage laws of the ancient Near East, the husband is obliged to provide his wife
with food, clothes and oil.43 And this is found precisely in what follows: oil in v.9,
clothes in v. 10 and food in v. 13a. The act of spreading the garment is sometimes
taken as an euphemism for sexual intercourse.44 But whether this is true or not,45
marriage is intended.
After the marriage proposal, the passer-by swore (JniZ?) to the woman (v.8f)
and entered into a covenant with her (v.8g).46 This culminates in the last sentence
"and you became mine" (v.8i) which resembles a declaration formula in marriage:
"he is her husband and she his wife". These phrases again pinpoint the marriage
context, especially v.8i. But the meaning of v.8fg and their relation to the marriage
context in v.8de is more controversial than it appears in the first place. The central
questions are whether an oath is taken in a marriage and whether marriage can be
characterised as a covenant. Some scholars refer to Mai 2:14 and Prov2:17 as
support for the idea.47 But this is doubted by others.48 Hugenberger has discussed in
some detail the basic objections raised by Milgrom and Greenberg: (1) no marriage
laws or contracts in the ancient Near East stipulate an oath; (2) nowhere is marriage
called a covenant; (3) nowhere is the husband expected to take an oath in marriage;
(4) the use of the word "covenant" here is only metaphorical, referring to the
relationship between God and Israel.49 These objections, however, are not without
their difficulties. Objection (1) is simply wrong. Among the Babylonian marriage
contracts collected by Roth, some contain an oath which is taken against any person
who would violate the terms of the agreement. 2,0 Moreover, the special character of
the law should be noted. It is well-known that ancient Near Eastern laws in general
42 This act could mean a promise of protection (Wevers 1969:96) or an act of acquiring (Greenberg
1983a:277). But these can be seen as part of the marriage proposal.
43 Paul 1970:56-61; Jackson 1975:152; Kruger 1984:81.
44 Brownlee 1986:225; Viberg 1992:138-139, 144; Pope 1995:393.
45
Hugenberger (1994:304) argues that this is false. However, his arguments are open to question. For
instance, the claim that it is anomalous to have sexual union before betrothal is contradicted by
Ex 22:15-16. His discussion relating to the phrase nnv nbn is also problematic.
46 Note that SHIP' occurs elsewhere not infrequently with "covenant". See Jungling (1993:132n.52).
47 Davidson 1916:112; Cooke 1936:163; Zimmerli 1979:340; Allen 1994:238 (only Prov2:17);
Block 1997:483.
48 Kraetzschmar 1900:147; Herrmann 1924:99; Milgrom 1976a: 133-134; Kalluveettil (1982:79)
regards the use ofri'lD in Mai 2:14; Ez 16:8 and Prov2:17 as "figurative"; Greenberg 1983a:278;
Pohlmann 1996:226.
49
Milgrom 1976a: 134; Greenberg 1983a:278.
30 Roth 1989:19. For a discussion of these contracts, see Hugenberger (1994:187-189). Fohrer
(1955:87n.l) also refers to the marriage contracts of the Jewish community in Elephantine and in
the Nuzu texts for the claim that oath is taken in marriage.
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and biblical laws in particular are not complete codes but have many gaps and they
"regulate only matters as to which the law is dubious or in need of reform or both".51
Greengus in his study of Babylonian marriage contracts argues that marriage
contracts were not always written in marriages, but when they were written the
purpose "was not to record marriage, but to record important transactions which
52could affect the status and rights of husbands and wives". " Similarly, Kalluveettil
comments that "[s]ince the main concern of marriage contracts were f.s /c] economic,
the marriage ratifying rites as such were not described in them". Thus, the omission
of an oath connected with marriage in laws and contracts is hardly surprising even if
such an oath was common or compulsory.
The second objection is connected with the interpretation of Mai 2:14 and
Prov 2:17. We pointed out above that some scholars think that these two texts refer
to marriage as a covenant. In particular, Hugenberger argues convincingly that the
word "covenant" in Mai 2:14 refers to marriage.34 If his argument is accepted, there
is at least one instance in the MT where a marriage is regarded as a covenant.53 If that
is the case, then "covenant" in Ez 16:8, given the marriage context, could very well
refer to marriage.
Objection (3) is equally problematic. First of all, it seems that there is no
intrinsic reason why the husband (instead of the wife) cannot take an oath in
marriage. One may argue analogically that since in a vassal treaty it is the lower
status vassal who should take an oath of allegiance to the suzerain, so it is the woman
who should be expected to take an oath instead of the husband. But this analogy fails
because it is not always the case that only the vassals take an oath. Kalluveettil states
that "[o]ath-taking by the overlord is not unknown in the ANE treaties". He lists a
number of extra-biblical examples as well as biblical examples for support.36 In
addition, Hugenberger cites some Elephantine marriage contracts in which the
57husband is found to say the oath. He also cites some biblical cases as evidence/ The
point is that there is evidence that the husband can take an oath in a marriage. Lastly,
one should note the whole tenor of the passage. That is to say, in vv.3-14, and
especially vv.6-14, the initiative of the passer-by is constantly underlined whereas the
girl is depicted as passive. She is passive with respect to her birth and the omission of





Hugenberger 1994:27-46. He also discusses Prov 2:17 (1994:296-302).
55 Kalluveettil (1982:79-83) provides some other biblical and non-biblical examples where marriage
is designated as a "covenant".
56 Kalluveettil 1982:87-88, and n.329. Quotation from p.87.
57
Hugenberger 1994:225-228 (for the contracts) and 230-238 (for biblical cases).
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caring acts to a new-born. She remains alive; she grows up; she is adorned with all
sorts of beautiful clothes. All these do not result from her own effort, but are brought
about by the actions of the passer-by. If this is the case, then to portray the passer-by
as the one who takes the oath is but just one facet of the emphasis of the passage.
The last objection is basically the result of the first three objections. If it is true
that an oath is not taken in a marriage, and that marriage is not characterised as a
covenant, and that it is strange to have the husband taking a marriage oath, then
indeed one can only seek an explanation of the text outside the image of the
metaphor itself, i.e., in the historical dimension. But such a reference to the historical
realm for an explanation of the image of the metaphor is unnecessary since the
various parts of the extended metaphor which portray a marriage cohere well.
Having dealt with the various objections, we now examine in more detail the
expression tjn'S ITHDD N1DX1 which is seldom discussed. The phrase TYHDD KID is
found only three more times in the MT: 1 Sam 20:8; 2Chrl5:12; Jer 34:10. In
1 Sam 20:8, it is said that Jonathan brought (nKDn) David into the covenant of
Yahweh (mrp IYHDD) with him (~|!Di7). Different from Ez 16:8, the hiphil form of KID
is used. This resembles Ez 20:37: lYHDn moOD ODflK TlKDHI. Similar to Ez 16:8,
the other party with whom the covenant is made is indicated by a preposition with a
suffix. This making of the covenant between Jonathan and David recalls the one they
made earlier in 1 Sam 18:1-4. There the verb ni3, most commonly used in
connection with making a covenant, is employed. Here, the term m!"P IYHD is used
ro
for the covenant between Yahweh and humans. It is probably because David and
Jonathan swore in the name of Yahweh that their covenant was elevated to the status
of Yahweh's covenant. In the context of 2 Chr 15:12, after King Asa heard the words
of Azariah son of Oded, he repented. He then gathered in Jerusalem some tribes of
Israel (v.9) who are said to have entered into a covenant to seek Yahweh
(mrp nK c'm1? JTHDD IKD^I) (v.12). This covenant was not made between Yahweh
and the people but was a binding agreement between the king and the people to serve
Yahweh.?9 Jer 34:8-22 reports a covenant made between King Zedekiah and all the
people in Jerusalem to release all the male and female slaves. At first the people did
that but then they revoked the decision (vv.10-11). This incurred God's accusation
that they failed to obey the command that they should release their slaves every
seventh year (vv.12-16). This is followed by an announcement of punishment (vv.17-
22). Various constructions with the word "covenant" can be found:
58 Kalluveettil 1982:12.
59 Williamson 1982:271; Japhet 1989:112-1 15, 1993:726; Kelly 1996:55-56.
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1. ma DID: between Zedekiah and the people (v.8), between God and the fathers
(v. 13), between the people (v. 15). Note that the accusative marker nx is not used.
2. maa X13: the officials and the people are the subject (v. 10).
3. TP33 nx □,3357n: the people transgressed the covenant of Yahweh (v. 18).
4. man "Han 13X lO'pn Xb: the people did not keep the terms of the covenant
(v. 18).
Noteworthy is the description of the ceremony of cutting a calf into two parts and
passing through them. This shows a word play not only of the verb "to cut" (ma) but
also "to pass, transgress" (3357). Those who passed through (3357) the parts are those
who took part in the covenant. If they later transgressed (3357) the covenant, they
would be punished. Jungling lists two relevant points of this passage to Ez 16:8.
First, the expression "to enter into a covenant" is used with a special connection with
Jerusalem, i.e., it is done in Jerusalem. Second, the wordplay of *1357 is also found in
Ez 16:8 (and also vv.6, 15, 25) and it is therefore possible that the twofold "I passed
by you" in Ez 16:6, 8 hints already at the "I entered in a covenant with you".60
Flowever, it is not clear that 1 Sam 20:8 points to a Jerusalemic context. The
wordplay of *1357 in the Jeremian passage is interesting but the description is almost
unique, having a parallel only in Gen 15. Moreover, it is only in Dt 29:11 that the
expression TP333 *1357 means the making of a covenant. Elsewhere, 3357 in
connection with covenant always means the transgression of a covenant. Thus, the
connection between 3357 and the making of a covenant is less clear than Jungling
thinks.
We may offer two other observations. First, the expression n,333 X13 is used
for covenants between people. This is the case for 1 Sam 20:8 and 2 Chr 15:12. The
case of Jer 34:10 needs some explanation. In v.8, Zedekiah made a covenant with the
people and in v. 10 this group of people are qualified as those who had entered in the
covenant (3U7'X followed by n,333 1X3). This indicates that the expression "to enter
into a covenant" denotes a covenant between humans.61 Note further that in
Jer 34:15, the people is not said to have made a covenant with God, but before him,
invoking his name. It is perhaps because of this invoking of God's name that the
covenant is later called TT'33 in Jer 34:18, referring to God's covenant. A
comparison can be made with Ez 17 where the covenant (and oath) made between
Nebuchadnezzar and Zedekiah (17:13-18) is also called Yahweh's covenant (and
60
Jungling 1993:134.
61 This is also accepted by Duhm (1901:280), Weiser (1955:320), Rudolph (1958:205), Thompson
(1980:611) and Carroll (1986:649). Cf. Kalluveettil 1982:7.
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oath) (17:19).62 In the case of Ez 16:8, on the level of the metaphor, the above
observation also applies because it involves a covenant between the passerby and the
girl. The expression "to enter into a covenant" indicates basically an interpersonal
relation.
Second, both 2 Chr 15:12 and Jer 34:10 seem to depict the case that it is a king
who initiates the covenant and then his officials join in. That is to say, those with a
lower status join in the terms set out by one with a higher status. 1 Sam 20:8 follows
this pattern. Jonathan, who is the son of king Saul, causes David, a fugitive, to enter
into a covenant to the advantage of the latter. In the case of Ez 16:8, perhaps the
making of a marriage proposal imposes already upon the passer-by an obligation
which he subsequently enters into. On this understanding, the passerby joins in the
terms which he sets for himself.
Now consider v.8i: 'b "Jim ("and you became mine"). Elsewhere in the MT
when a marriage relationship between a man and a woman is mentioned, the
combination nV7 + *7 + Hlbxb is used.64 What is absent in Ez 16:8 is the word niZJ'Xb
and the love-motif which is sometimes found in a marriage context (e.g. Gen 24:67).
Actually, the word 3HK which occurs seven times in Ezekiel (16:33, 36, 37 (2x);
23:5, 9, 22), is found six times in the form of the piel masculine participle and
denotes a woman's extra-marital sex partners. But the absence of DHX in describing
the relationship between the passer-by and the woman does not imply that there is no
caring relationship between them as claim by some.65 In v.8c the form Q,77 means
"love" in general and "physical sexual relationship" in particular.66 In the Song of
Songs, the word and its singular form denote a love relationship which pays no
attention to the identity of or any particulars about the lovers themselves.67 Whether
they are married or not is not mentioned, nor is it a matter of importance. What is
important is that they enjoy each other and they belong to each other. This is
expressed in Song 2:16 (lb NN1 'b "H17) (cf. 6:3). This formula emphasises not only
zo
mutual possession but also "the feeling of deepest and most intimate
62 Hillers 1964:52; Kalluveettil 1982:12n.25. This answers the objection raised by Baltzer
(1971 b:55) that the "my covenant" in Jer 34:18 implies that the covenant is not civil but one
between Yahweh and the people.
63 Cf. Jungling 1993:131. The analogous expression nvniiGl nbX3 O'iQI in Neh 10:30 seems to
exhibit the same abovementioned two characteristics.
64 Gen 20:12; 24:67; Dt 21:13; 1 Sam 25:42; 2 Sam 11:27; 1 Kg 4:11; 2 Kg 8:18; Ruth 4:13.
65
E.g. Joyce 1989:100.
66 Sanmartin-Ascaso 1978:151. Cf. Pope 1977:299; Brownlee 1986:224; Maier 1994:91; Block
1997:482. The word occurs once more in Ezekiel (23:17) where it denotes the sexual relationship
between Oholibah and the Babylonians.
67 Sanmartin-Ascaso 1978:156.
68
Murphy 1990:141, 173 (on 6:3).
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connectedness".69 Occasionally, instead of the expression of mutual belonging, an
one-way expression is found (e.g. 7:11 '"'717 'IX"). Thus, Song 2:16 provides a
parallel for the connection between Ez 16:8c and 8i.70 Note also that the word ns\
commonly rendered as "beautiful",71 may have the sense of "desirable" in Ez 16:13.72
Thus, the whole context uses the language of (erotic) love to describe the relationship
• 77
between the passer-by and the girl. Lastly, the passer-by supplies food, cloth and oil
to the woman whom he marries.74 This expresses his responsible and caring action.75
With the gift of clothes, the nakedness of the woman in v.7 finds a complete
resolution. The narrative reaches a climax in v. 14: her beauty is said to be perfect,
she became a queen and was renowned among the nations. But a quick reminder
follows. All these she got from the passer-by; her beauty was but the reflection of his
splendour.
2.2.3. Summary
Some conclusions can be drawn regarding the use of the word n'73 in 16:8.
First, it does not seem necessary to resort to historical details in order to understand
the extended metaphor. Moreover, the extended metaphor is not an allegory and no
one-to-one correspondences between the components of the metaphor and historical
events exist. Thus, reference to the Sinai covenant and perhaps 20:5-6 for an
explanation of "covenant" in 16:8 is unnecessary. Second, the action of spreading the
hem over the girl and covering her nakedness imply a marriage proposal (and perhaps
coition). The oath taken and the entering into a covenant indicate a marriage
relationship between the passer-by and the woman. Third, the phrase "to enter into a
covenant" is used for an interpersonal covenant. It also means entering into
obligations set up by a higher authority. In Ez 16:8, it implies the passer-by's entering
into a binding obligation towards the woman set up by himself. However, this does
not mean that the woman has no obligation to the man, for within the marriage
relationship, the woman is equally obliged to him. Fourth, although the word DI7X
("to love") is not used in describing the relationship between the passer-by and the







Thus, Jungling (1993:131) rightly objected to Malul's characterisation of the relation here as that
of a political treaty (1990:113).
74 This gift is sometimes taken as a dowry. E.g. Greenberg 1983a:279; Westbrook 1991:145-146.
75 Cf. Klee 1998:103, who further argues that the man's love is shown by his readiness to cleanse
blood, a source of impurity, from the girl.
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within the relationship. The use of the word "lovers" to designate those with whom
the woman commits sexual offences is meant to be sarcastic.
2.3. Ez 16:59-63
2.3.1. Analysis
This last section of Ez 16 opens in v.59 with a summarising statement
concerning the conduct of the woman: she despised the oath (ilbR ilTD),76 explicated
77 78 • • 7Q
as breaking a covenant (JVD "IDH), that is, to invalidate the covenant. That an
oath is used to ratify a covenant and that a covenant is also called an oath are well
OA .
accepted. But which covenant did Jerusalem break? The word "oath" (H7K) which
first occurs in Ezekiel here together with "covenant" recalls 16:8 where the passer-by
• • 81
is said to have sworn to the girl and entered into a covenant with her. Although in
v.8 the girl is not said to have sworn and partaken in the covenant, it is undoubtedly
89
so. Thus, it is the marriage covenant which Jerusalem broke. This is confirmed by
the various actions that Jerusalem performed which violate the marriage. Tier
8T
whoring acts (HUT) are notable. But Yahweh remembers his covenant (i.e., the
84
marriage covenant) with Jerusalem in the days of her youth. The expression "the
days of your youth" which occurs first in vv.22 and 43 supports this understanding.
The phrase rP"D "IDT with God as the subject is rarely found in the prophetic books.83
According to Schottroff, it is used when either the covenant or the covenant partner
76 The phrase ilVx iTD is found only in Ez 16:59; 17:16, 18, 19, and in these cases, the parallel
expression IVD 7DH is found.
77 The LXX reads TT|V §ta0f)Kriv gou Allen (1994:232) explains it as assimilation to v.60 and
suggests that the parallelism supports the MT.
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According to Weinfeld (1977:261), rfQ "1DH is priestly language whereas IVD 1317 is
Deuteronom(ist)ic. See also Thiel (1970).
79 Cf. Ruppert (1989:777) states that n'-Q 13H means "eine Verpflichtung einseitig (auf)losen" or
"einen Vertrag brechen/fur ungiiltig (nicht mehr bindend) erklaren". See also Kutsch (1997:1031-
1032).
80 Mendenhall 1954:28; Tucker 1965:488-490; Barr 1977:32; Scharbert 1977:264; Weinfeld
1977:256; Nicholson 1986:103; Hugenberger 1994:182-184.
81 The combination of TPDD and nbx is uncommon outside Ezekiel. Cf. Gen 26:28; Dt 29:11, 13, 20;
Hos 10:4.
82 Kraetzschmar 1900:155; Fisch 1950:98-99; Wevers 1969:103; Brownlee 1986:251; Vawter and
IIoppc 1991:96; Allen 1994:246.
8j The verb H3T occurs 22 times in Ezekiel, 12 times in Ez 16, and 7 times in Ez 23. The noun ITUTn
occurs 20 times in Ezekiel (and only in it), 9 times in Ez 16 and 11 times in Ez23. The words
□'JUT and m3T are also found in Ez 23.
84 Block 1997:516; Jungling 1993:146. Against some who refer to the covenant as one Yahweh made
either with the Israelites after the Exodus (e.g. Keil 1876a:230-231; Fisch 1950:99; Greenberg
1983a:303) or with the patriarchs (e.g. Grant and Bloore 1931:94).
85 With God as subject, the expression also occurs in Gen 9:15, 16; Ex 2:24; 6:5; Lev 26:42, 45;
Ps 105:8; 106:45; 111:5; Jer 14:21, and with a human subject in Am 1:9 and 1 Chr 16:15. Contra
Block (1997:516n.301). Neh 13:29 is a misquote in Jungling (1993:143n.71).
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(with God) is in danger, and it is used in opposition to the breaking of the covenant.
In Jer 14:21 and Lev 26:44-45, TP"ID "IDT is used in contrast to 1YHD "lSH. Both
actions have God as the subject. The same opposition occurs here in Ez 16:60,
although the subject of JTHD "ISP? is the woman. The verb "IDT denotes more than
simply a thought process of the past. The point is that it involves not only a thought
07
process, but also an action; and it concerns not merely the past, but the present and
00
the future as well. Here the result of Yahweh's remembering the marriage covenant
t_ 89is that he DTHS7 IT'"ID D1pn for Jerusalem. But does that mean Yahweh is setting up a
new covenant or maintaining an old one? One cannot decide on the basis of the uses
of rP"Q D'pn or Obli? JTHD since both expressions can refer to a previous or a new
covenant.90 Ez 16:60 contrasts the covenant between the passer-by and the woman in
her youth with the everlasting covenant. This is a contrast between young and
everlasting. Thus a continuity is in view. In Jer 14:21 and Lev 26:44-45, the contrast
of "to break a covenant" is not to make a new one, but "to remember the covenant".
This remembrance clearly points to a continuity with the old covenant. It is therefore
more likely that maintaining of the old covenant is spoken of here. Moreover, it is not
uncommon to qualify a covenant mentioned previously as an everlasting covenant
later (e.g. Gen 9:9, 15-16; 17:7, 9). Thus, it is probable that the everlasting covenant
here refers to the covenant remembered by Yahweh.
As a consequence of this, Yahweh will give Jerusalem's elder and younger
sisters to her as daughters. The announcement of this gift is followed by the much
discussed nominal clause *]n"HDft Xbl (v.61 bJ3). The point of contention is to identify
the reference of "covenant" and the meaning of the clause.
First, the covenant here could refer to either (1) an old covenant,91 or (2) the
07 t
confirmed or new covenant. Second, it is clear that the suffix refers to Jerusalem,
but the covenant can be one between (3) Jerusalem and the daughters or between (4)
86 Schottroff 1964:216-217.
87 GroB 1960:229, 230. Cf. Schottroff 1997:383. See also Eising (1980:69-72) for biblical examples.
88
Eising 1980:67.
89 Woudstra (1971:29) says, "'Remembering' in the Old Testament is more than a mere calling to
mind" but "is tantamount to making the covenant operative again".
90 For mDD'pri: previous covenant in Ex 6:4; Dt 8:18; new covenant in Gen 6:18; 9:9. For
□bit? JViD: previous covenant in 1 Chr 16:17; Is 24:5; new covenant in Is 55:3; Jer 32:40. Ezekiel
is unique in having DblV JTHD as the direct object ofD'pn.
91 This is held by most scholars. E.g. Keil 1876a:232; Davidson 1916:127; Redpath 1907:80; Fisch
1950:99; Taylor 1969:142; Wevers 1969:103; Greenberg 1983a:292; Dijkstra 1986:156;
Maarsingh 1988:31; Vawterand Hoppe 1991:97; Allen 1994:246.
92 Brownlee (1986:251) who also takes the privatively (see W.-O'C. §11.2.1 le) and interprets the
clause as "not outside your covenant", meaning that the daughters share the same covenantal
blessing and obligation as Jerusalem. As one possible interpretation, Zimmerli (1979:353) suggests
the opposite, i.e., the sisters will not be made members of the same covenant.
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Jerusalem and God. Options (1) and (2) can combine with (3) or (4) and each can
also combine with different meanings ofp. Regarding options (1) and (2), note that
in the context of vv.59-63, Yahweh's faithfulness to his covenant is highlighted so
much so that he maintained the covenant broken by Jerusalem as an everlasting
covenant. And if the consequence of re-establishing the covenant is the gift of the
sisters as daughters, then it is not possible that the clause "|rP"Dft xVl would function
as a negation or restriction of this consequence of the just re-established covenant.
That is to say, the clause must refer to an old covenant which is negated here. Thus,
we opt for (1), the choice of most scholars. To determine what that old covenant is
we need first to deal with options (3) and (4). Those who accept option (3) usually
take the preposition p concessively, thus interpreting the phrase as meaning that
there is an incorporation of the sisters as daughters into Jerusalem even though their
previous covenant did not designate that.94 One difficulty with this interpretation is
that a Jerusalemic covenant with the sisters has never been mentioned before in
Ez 16, not even in vv.44-58 where Jerusalem has been compared with her sisters
Sodom and Samaria. Its appearance here is unexpected. Another difficulty has to do
with an implication of this view, that is, the status of Sodom and Samaria are
underscored (e.g. Block; cf. Brownlee). However, this is not the emphasis of vv.59-
63 whose focus is on the restoration of Jerusalem by unexpectedly promoting her
above her sisters. Concerning option (4), note first that no one seems to hold that the
suffix is a subjective genitive with God as object.95 Taken as an objective genitive,
the subject God is occasionally stated explicitly in translations.96 Some interpret the
phrase as "not because of your conduct in the covenant".97 But it is difficult to see
why "your covenant" means "your conduct in the covenant" or "fulfilment of your
no
obligation in the covenant"— both of these find no precedent in the MT. A second
group of scholars interprets the "not of your covenant" as meaning "but of divine
grace".99 Such a contrast between covenant as binding and God's grace as something
free from obligation, thus reflecting the contrast between law and grace, poses a false
dichotomy which is simply not found in Ezekiel. There seems to be no distinction









Cooke 1936:181; Wevers 1969:103; Maarsingh 1988:31; Block 1997:518.
Cooke (1936:181) mentions this possibility, and Woudstra (1971:42) argues against it.
E.g. NRSV; NIV; Auvray 1957:66; Dijkstra 1986:156; Allen 1994:226.
Hitzig 1847:115; Kraetzschmar 1900:155; Herrmann 1924:97; Bertholet 1936:60; Fohrer 1955:91;
Kraeling 1966:448-449; Greenberg 1983a:292; Kriiger 1989:330n.220; Vawter and Hoppe
1991:97; Jungling 1993:147.
Cf. Keil 1876a:232; Eichrodt 1970:201; Renz 1999:169n. 103.
Heinisch 1923:86; Cooke 1936:181; Kutsch 1973:98; Greenberg 1983a:292; Fishbane 1984:138;
Maarsingh 1988:31; Vawter and Hoppe 1991:97; Allen 1994:246.
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to take the "covenant" as referring to the only one old covenant mentioned in the
passage, the marriage covenant first mentioned in 16:8 and then in vv.59, 60a.100
This covenant is described in v.59 as one broken by Jerusalem and in v.60a as one
made in the days of her youth. Here in v.61 it is simply ims at least for the reason
that the word TP~D is inappropriate since it can refer to either the old or the
confirmed everlasting covenant. The meaning of the clause is starkly made by
Dijkstra in his translation: "ook al zijn ze niet uit mijn huwelijk met jou geboren".101
The message is that Yahweh remembers his marriage covenant and remains faithful
to it by confirming it. As a consequence, he will give her sisters to her as daughters,
thus resuming her motherly position which she once assumed but forfeited by
sacrificing her children (v.20). In re-establishing this marriage, she is given daughters
who are not from the former marriage (i.e., "IIYHDD xVl). So Jiingling says, "Wenn
jetzt die Storung der Liebe durch das Gedenken an den Bund beseitigt und die Frau
als Mutter eingesetzt wird, kommt genau das zur Vollendung, was mit dem Eid und
1 09
dem Bund in Ez 16,8 begonnen hatte".
The confirmation of the covenant will arouse in Jerusalem a knowledge of God
(v.62). The recognition formula is expanded in v.63 with a purpose clause introduced
by She will remember and be ashamed (WlD), and she will not have an open
mouth because of her shame (HE)*73) when God forgives all she did. In 36:31-32 we
find again the idea that remembering one's evil past would lead to a feeling of shame
(UfD and HDbD). And because of the guilt, she is ashamed and will boast no more (as
103she once did in v.56).
2.3.2. Summary
Ez 16:59-63 can be interpreted as a continuation of the extended metaphor in
vv.1-43. It speaks of the old marriage covenant which was broken by Jerusalem. But
Yahweh will remember it and confirm it as an everlasting covenant. As a
consequence of this, Yahweh will give Jerusalem's sisters to her as daughters, thus
resuming Jerusalem's motherhood which she lost through sacrificing her sons and
daughters. This can be seen as an act of forgiveness. The other effects of this
covenant on Jerusalem are her (1) remembering of her past deeds; (2) arriving at a
knowledge of God; and (3) feeling so ashamed that there will no longer be any
boasting.
100 Stienstra (993:153) speaks of a return to the marriage metaphor in vv.59-63.
101
Dijkstra 1986:156: "even though they were not born from my marriage with you" (my translation).
102 J tingling 1993:147. Cf. Stienstra 1993:154.
103 Kraetzschmar 1900:155; Eichrodt 1970:217; Zimmerli 1979:353; Greenberg 1983a:294; Brownlee
1986:252; Allen 1994:246.
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2.4. Covenant and Retribution
In this section, we will show in what ways Jerusalem has violated the marriage
covenant and how the punishment inflicted on her is appropriate for that.
Jerusalem's misconduct is announced in v. 15 as whoring (I13T). The verb HIT
primarily refers to having "a sexual relationship outside of a formal union",104
including therefore both pre-marital and extra-marital sexual relationship. It also has
the meaning of "to practise prostitution".105 It is perhaps because of the latter usage
that the verb has predominantly woman as its subject. When an illicit sexual act is
committed with a woman, either a restitution must be made (e.g. Dt 22:28-29) or the
two partners involved are penalised by death (e.g. Dt 22:22-27).106 The practice of
prostitution is not outlawed and it is rarely mentioned that the prostitute should be
punished.107
Vv. 16-19 portray Jerusalem's whoring acts with her husband's gifts. First,
Jerusalem takes some garments and makes for herself colourful high places (H02),
108and then on the garments she plays the whore. The word HOD can denote not only a
high place, but also a raised pedestal for (cultic) prostitutes.109 Second, she melts the
gold and silver jewellery and turns it into male images. These images can refer either
to phallic forms110 or to whole human figures,111 but the latter is more likely in view
of the treatment in vv.18-19. The woman then plays the whore with these images. It
is not clear whether this should be taken literally or as referring to cultic prostitution.
Third, she clothes the images and sets before them oil and incense. Fourth, she places
before the images the choice flour, oil and honey which her husband gave her. She
probably mixes and burns them to produce a fragrant smell (cf. Lev 2:1-2). All these
acts are not without parallels in the ancient Near East, but such a description is
112
unique in the Bible. In vv.16-19, all that which the husband gave to the woman is
abused by her. That this misuse implies a violation of the marriage and therefore may
incur a punishment is not foreign in the ancient Near East. There are some laws in the
Code of Flammurabi pertaining to this point. The phrase "wasting her house", which
appears in §§141 and 143 of the Code and means "filling her own pocket at her
104 Erlandsson 1980:100. But the word is not used for incest, homosexual relation or bestiality.
105 Hall 1996:1123.
106
Harlotry is not considered in Dt 22:20-24 as Dempsey claims (1998:71).
107
E.g. Lev 21:9. See also Bird (1989:77) and Frymer-Kensky (1989:92).
108 The masculine suffix of an1 *757 refers not to the high places (which is feminine) but the garments.
Cf. Zimmerli 1979:326; Block 1997:486; against Brownlee 1986:227; Galambush 1992:69.
109 Eissfeldt 1936:287; Block 1997:488. A recent discussion on i7E>3 can be found in Gleis (1997).
110
E.g. Ehrlich 1912:55; Herrmann 1924:93; Fohrer 1955:89.
111




• • 113husband's expense and so impoverishing him", may serve as a parallel. This
offence in conjunction with others may result in divorce or capital punishment. More
recently, Brewer argues that the terms of the marriage covenant as expressed in
Ex 21:10-11 are expected to be reciprocated. Thus, the woman's actions described
here clearly shows that she has broken the marriage covenant.114
In vv.20-21, she is said to sacrifice the children whom she bore to her husband
as food to the images. Her action is described by three phrases: fQT, unib and
TDS?rn jrn. The first verb means basically "to slaughter (an animal)" by a butcher or
as part of a religious ritual.115 The word Dim? means "(die Kehle) durchschneiden",
used mostly for ritual killing for a cultic celebration.116 The third phrase is similar to
TDSftlb fnrrN'b (Lev 18:21). It could be a conflation of two idioms:117
tjVab isntp ]n3 ("give his offspring to Molech")118 and
tjVftb 0n,ni:]3_nK'l □r7,33~riN T3J?nb ("to offer up their sons and daughters to
Molech").119 It is possible that the sacrifice to Molech consists of slaughtering and
1 90
then burning. Elsewhere in the Bible, when these three phrases are associated with
the sacrifice of children, the imagery of "playing the whore" or "adultery" can also be
found. For example, those who sacrifice (1"DT) their children (Ps 106:37) are said to
"prostitute themselves in their doings" (DrPbbVDD IfPI) (Ps 106:39). In Is 57:5, the
one who slaughters (Dim?) her children is said to be an offspring of an adulterer
(1X3D JHT). It is similar for Ez 23:39. Lastly, those who offer their children to Molech
in Lev 20:2-4 are described as "prostituting after Molech" ("[bob "Hnx lYttTb).121 The
same can be said of Ez 23:37. Thus, Ezekiel shares the same convention by using the
122sexual imagery to describe this Molech cultic act. In v.22, these acts are further
193
characterised as "abominations" which denotes mostly cultic offences in Ezekiel
and is also the case here.124
1" ' Driver and Miles 1952:300.
114 Brewer 1996:7-8, 9.
115
Bergmann, Ringgren and Lang 1980:11.
116 Clements 1993:1214, 1215.
117 Block 1997:490.
118 Lev 20:2, 3,4.
119 Jer 32:35. Cf. 2 Kg 23:10.
120 Cooke 1936:169; Heider 1985:366n.722, 374; Day 1989:17; Allen 1994:239.
121 Cf. Lev 18:21 which is placed within a context of sexual relations.
122 Cf. Day 1989:23.
123 The word is not rendered in the LXX. It is deleted by Herrmann (1924:93), Fohrer (1955:87),
Zimmerli (1979:326). Allen (1990:228), followed by Block (1997:487), suggests that its omission
is probably due to its graphical similarity to the following Hebrew word.
124 Humbert 1960:227-231; Hossfeld 1977:112; Zimmerli 1979:190; Ohnesorge 1991:39;
Gerstenberger 1997:1431. Note that the substantive 7132710 occurs 43 times and the verb 32731 twice
in Ezekiel.
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Vv.23-29 then gives an account of the whoring acts (— the root H3T occurs six
times) of the woman with different groups of people. For herself she builds a brothel
1 9 S 1
pi) and makes a booth (nfc"I) in every square and every street crossing. Her
promiscuous behaviour is described coarsely as "parting her legs to every passer by"
(v.25). She receives first the Egyptians which provokes her husband to anger. In his
fury, he stretches his hand against her (bl? "P HUH). This expression appears seven
more times in Ezekiel. In these seven cases, the object of this action can be a country
(Israel in 6:14 or other nations in 14:13; 25:7, 13, 16; 35:3), or an individual (14:9).
The result of this action is total destruction, be it of the land or the people. In
comparison, the result in 16:27 seems less harsh. First, there is a reduction (not a
total withdrawal) of the ration (pTt). In the present context, "ration" may refer to a
127 •
prescribed portion of food. If it is the obligation of the husband to provide food to
his wife, the reduction of this commodity indicates a warning, a first step taken to
treat the woman otherwise. Second, he will deliver her to the will (127D2D fni!)128 of
her enemies, the Philistine women who compete "with Jerusalem for these
190 i TO
international paramours". But even they are ashamed of her lewd ways. The
expression IP'DiD |ri3 occurs elsewhere only in Ps 27:12; 41:3. In these two places, the
expression is preceded by the negative btf ("not") and used as an imperative. The
psalmist asks God not to abandon him to the will of his adversaries. There the
expression is contrasted with the protection of God. This could also be the meaning
125
Basically, there are two interpretative options for 3J: (1) BDB (146) suggests the meaning "mound,
for illicit worship" for Ez 16:24, 31, 39. This is followed by DCH (2:297), Davidson (1916:117),
Fisch (1950:90), Aalders (1955:264), Wevers (1969:99) and Eisemann (1988:259). Cf. HALOT
170. (2) It refers to a secular structure connected with prostitution. The LXX renders it as
oiKT|pa jiopviKOv (v.24) and x6 Jtopvetov (vv.31, 39). This is accepted by Herrmann (1924:93),
Eichrodt (1970:200), Greenberg (1983a:281), Brownlee (1986:217), Dijkstra (1986:140), Allen
(1994:229) and Hugenberger (1994:307). We opt for the second option since it suits the context
better.
126 The word HOT is sometimes identified as the HOD in v. 16 (e.g. Zimmerli 1979:342). In this line of
thinking, HALOT (1240) states its meaning as "high places ... [for] cultic prostitution". See also
Davidson (1916:117) and Eisemann (1988:259). However, the LXX understands it differently. It is
rendered as £K0epa (v.24), xa ttopvela (v.25), and pdau; (vv.31, 39), which, according to LSJ
and GELS, mean "public notice (to brothel)", "brothel" and "steps, pedestal" respectively.
Admittedly the LXX is guessing, but some such meaning is required in the context. It is accepted
by Herrmann (1924:93-94), Cooke (1936:170), Allen (1994:224) and Hugenberger (1994:307).
127 For this meaning of pTl, see Gen 47:22; Prov30:8; 31:15; Job 23:12. For this interpretation, see
Greenhill (1645-67:374), Keil (1876a:209), Fisch (1950:91), Aalders (1955:265), BDB 349. Cf.
Hos 2:11 for another biblical example.
128 IP'SJ is translated as "will, desire" in Greenberg (1983a:283), Allen (1994:225), BDB (660). It is
also rendered as "greed" in the expression 1PD33 |F13. E.g. Kraus 1960:221, 31 1; Weiser 1962:250;
Eichrodt 1970:197; Zimmerli 1979:327; Craigie 1983b:29; Brownlee 1986:217.
129 Block 1997:496.
130 On the construction ofHDT "[3770, see GK.C § 131 r; Gibson §41. The context here speaks for the
meaning "lewdness" foriTPT (Steingrimsson 1980:90; Allen 1994:229; Block 1997:492; BDB 273)
instead of "depravity" (e.g. Greenberg 1983a:283).
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• • *131here. Thus, the husband not only reduces the food, but withdraws his protection.
This punishment, however, has no effect on her. She continues her harlotry with the
Assyrians and the Chaldeans. Three times she is said to "increase her whoring"
(w.25, 26, 29) and three times she is described as "not satisfied" (vv.28a, 28b, 29).
Her whoring acts reach a climax in vv.30-34.
In vv.30-34, the woman is called a "whore" (!7TiT) for the first time (v.30).132
But she is no ordinary whore who would receive payment from her clients. Instead,
she gives gifts to her lovers to bribe them to have sex (bx KID) with her. That she is
an unnatural whore is stressed by the twofold use of "contrariness" 0|SH) in v.34. She
is not just a whore, she is also an adulterous wife (riDNHOn niZJXn v.32) since she
1
takes strangers while she is still under the authority of her husband.
The woman's offences are summarised in v.36 in reverse order: whoring with
the lovers;134 involvement with abominable idols; bloodguilt in child sacrifice. These
are offences against the husband in one way or another. In reaction to this, the
husband announces his punishment. The first one involves the gathering of her lovers
— all those she loved and hated — from around to turn against her. Before, she
bribed them to come from around (TDOO) to make love with her, now they come
from around (D,3DO) against her.
Secondly, the husband will expose her nakedness. It is generally agreed that the
exposure of the body is a symbolic act of punishment of adulterers and this is
1
probably done before witnesses (the lovers here). It is also associated with divorce.
Physically, it also reverses the provision of clothing by a husband to his wife.
Thirdly, the husband passes136 on her the sentences applied to adulteresses
(niDX'2) and those who shed blood137 (v.38a). He will make her a bloody object1^8 of
131 Cf. DCH3:299.
Ij2
Greenberg (1983a:284) puts forward the interpretation that the word nubtt? (v.30) which, as
illuminated by the Elephantine Papyri, means "a woman authorised to dispose at will of property
given to her by her husband". This is endorsed by Block (1997:497). But this interpretation seems
unlikely in the context. It also contradicts vv. 16-19. The meaning "domineering, imperious" given
by BDB (1020), accepted by Cooke (1936:172), Fisch (1950:92), Brownlee (1986:217) and Allen
(1994:229), is more likely.
133 For this meaning of nnn, see Herrmann (1924:94), Aalders (1955:268), Greenberg (1983a:284).
Cf. Ez23:5. The preposition nnn can also mean "instead of', held by Fisch (1950:92), Eichrodt
(1970:20), Dijkstra (1986:140), Allen (1994:225), Block (1997:493).
134 It is possible to read v.36a with v.36ba (e.g. Pohlmann 1996:218), but most scholars follow the
Masoretic accentuation. E.g. Zimmerli 1979:330; Greenberg 1983a:272; Allen 1994:230.
Ij3
Kruger 1984:82; Westbrook 1990:559. Block (1997:502n.231) provides a list of ANE parallels.
See also Hos 2:4-5; Nah 3:5; Jer 13:22, 26.
136 Bovati (1994:206n.92) remarks that UDU7 here means "to hand down sentence". See also Cooke
(1936:174), Aalders (1955:270), Brownlee (1986:218). Fisch (1950:93) and Zimmerli (1979:330)
render it as "to judge", and Eisemann (1988:265) as "to punish".
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wrath and jealousy,139 meaning a death sentence140 (v.38b). And according to the
priestly law, this is the appropriate penalty.141 In this connection, one may question
why the lovers are not also punished according to the law.142 The answer lies in the
dual role of the woman — she is a wife and prostitute at the same time. From the
point of view of her husband, she commits adultery with other men. But from the
lovers' point of view, she is a prostitute and there seems to be no law against a client
of a prostitute.143
The punishment inflicted on the woman takes place in several steps. The
buildings associated with her whoring are destroyed (vv.39aa, 41aa). Although no
law decrees such an action, it seems appropriate to do so.144 Her marital gifts — the
clothes and other beautiful objects— are taken away so that she returns to her former
state, bared and naked (cf. v.7). By that, she is divorced. Furthermore, a group of
people is summoned up to stone her to death according to the law (Dt 22:23-24; cf.
Dt 22:21).145 Not having done enough, her body is cut by swords (v.40). This
deserves some attention. The Hebrew pTQ, a hapax legomenon, is often rendered as
"to cut to pieces".146 It may then recall the Levite's cutting his concubine into pieces
in Jdg 19:19. However, the Hebrew used there is nm which means "to cut into
pieces".147 According to Greenfield, the root btq, well-known in Semitic languages,
1 4.8
means "to cut, sever limbs". The emphasis is then on mutilation. In this sense, the
action done to the woman has a parallel not to Jdg 19:19, but to Ez 23:25. Paul
K'7 Bovati (1994:210) holds that 07 rDDttb niDSJ 'DDlPO is an expression specifying the kind of
sentence. See also Brownlee (1986:218), Allen (1994:225), Block (1997:499). Cf. Kriiger
1989:175, 193.
1,8
For this understanding of the text, see Keil (1876a:215), Ehrlich (1912:58), Aalders (1955:270-
271), Greenberg (1983a:286), Block (1997:499). There is no need to emend the text to "p Tinm as
claimed by Toy (1899:24), Bertholet (1936:57), Cooke (1936:176), Auvray (1957:64), Zimmerli
(1979:330) and Pohlmann (1996:218).
lj9
For wrath and jealousy as the reaction of the husband to an adulteress, see Prov 6:34. For the
reference ofnxnp to "marital jealousy", see Sauer (1997:1146).
140 Allen 1994:225; Block 1997:502.




I4j The Assyrian and Sumerian laws decree the freedom of the man who is ignorant of the marital
status of the woman he slept with. See Westbrook (1990:550). Compare the case of Judah in
Gen 38. Failing to notice that, Dempsey (1998:72) comments that the "metaphorical language of
the text admits of a strong bias against women".
144 Smend (1880:100), followed by Hugenberger (1994:308), suggests a comparison with
Dt 13:16-17; Ez 23:25, 47. Keil (1876a:218) holds that this represents an intensification of the
usual punishment.
145
McKeating (1979:61-62) suggests that in Ez 16 stripping and public humiliation is an alternative
punishment for adultery, but not an additional punishment.
146
E.g. NRSV; Zimmerli 1979:330; Allen 1994:225; Pohlmann 1996:218.
147
E.g. BDB 677.
148 Greenfield 1958:220. Cf. Cooke 1936:175; Paul 1990:344n.48.
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argues that according to Mid-Assyrian Law, a man can mutilate his wife's nose if he
catches her with another man in flagrante delicto.149 This punishment is found in
Ez 23:25. Of significance is that there the husband allows the woman to be punished
according to the laws of her lovers (23:24) and the Assyrians are listed among her
lovers (23:5, 7, 9, 12, 13). If the mutilation of the nose or ears as a punishment of an
adulteress is known to Ezekiel as 23:25 testifies, the possible parallel passage in
Ez 16:40 with the use of the verb pTQ could very well mean the same. By allowing
all this to happen to her, the husband stops her from being a whore who gives
payments. Only then will he rest his wrath, be calm and angry no more (cf. v.26).
One main idea governing retribution in this chapter is the marriage covenant.
Between the establishment of the covenant (v. 8) and the formal announcement of the
breaking of the covenant (v.59) lies a description of how the covenant is broken
along with its corresponding punishments. By entering into the marriage covenant,
there are mutual obligations to keep. The man does that by providing at least food,
cloth and oil. However, the woman breaks the covenant by (1) misusing the property
of the husband to make idols and playing the whore with them; (2) sacrificing her
children born to her husband, thus committing murder; and (3) being a harlot and
receiving different people. Hence, the husband passes on her sentences applied to
adultery (and bloodguilt). She is punished according to the terms of the covenant.
She is stripped naked, divorced, stoned to death, mutilated, and her brothels are torn
down and burned.
2.5. Summary
Ez 16 presents an extended metaphor on the relationship between Yahweh and
Jerusalem. By entering into a marriage covenant, both Yahweh and Jerusalem have
obligations to fulfil. However, Jerusalem shows infidelity to the covenant by
committing adultery and sacrificing her children. In reaction to this, punishments
appropriate to (mainly) adultery are inflicted on her: her brothels are destroyed, she is
stripped naked and divorced, and she is stoned and mutilated. That the different
possible punishments for an adulteress are conglomerated here is uncommon, but that
serves to heighten the hideous crime the woman has committed. The various
punishments are inflicted because each of them is seen as appropriate to the
misconduct within the marriage covenant. The marriage covenant also functions in
the restoration of the relationship in that Jerusalem is granted her motherhood, which
she forfeited when she sacrificed her children, by giving her daughters who are not
149 Paul 1990:345; also noted by Westbrook (1990:558). It is followed by Block (1997:751). See also
the discussion in Lafont (1999:82-85).
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born from the marriage. In this understanding, the marriage covenant forms the focus
of the whole chapter.
3. rP~D as a Vassal Treaty: Ez 17:11-21
3.1. Introductory Remarks
The word reception formula in v.l marks the beginning of Ez 17. In v.2 the
prophet is addressed, commanded to propound a riddle (ftTH), and speak a parable
(bttP) which begins in v.3 and extends to v. 10. In v.l 1 the word reception formula
marks the start of an interpretation of the parable which ends in v.21 with a variation
of the recognition formula. Then the messenger formula opens an oracle of salvation
in v.22 which concludes in v.24. Instead of this tripartite division, Parunak proposes
a chiasm: vv.l-10//vv.22-24 where both are parables, and v.l 1-18//vv. 19-21 where
each is an interpretation of its adjacent parable.150 Even then, the basic subdivision of
the chapter remains vv.1-10, 11-21, 22-24.
The first unit, vv.2-10, consists of two parts whose beginnings are indicated by
the messenger formula in v.3 and v.9. A narrative of past events is found in vv.3-8
whereas vv.9-10 consider the future consequence, presented in the form of questions.
This form shows resemblances to a bipartite oracle of judgement151 but it lacks the
usual connective pb joining the accusation and judgement.
Within the second unit (vv.11-21), a break is indicated by the word pb
followed by the messenger formula in v. 19. While vv.12-18 interpret the parable in
terms of Zedekiah's infidelity to Nebuchadnezzar and his subsequent fate, vv. 19-21
speak of Zedekiah's infidelity to Yahweh. Building upon Parunak's study, Greenberg
calls the first (vv.12-18) and second (vv. 19-21) subunits interpretations on the earthly
1 S9
plane and divine plane respectively. Within the first subunit, vv. 12b-15a represent
the accusation and vv.16-18 the punishment. The question raised in v. 15b is
answered in v. 18.153 Whereas the first oath formula (v. 16) introduces punishment in
the human sphere, the second one (v. 19) does that in the divine sphere. Block follows
Greenberg's scheme but puts the units in the form of a step-like progression.154
The third section, vv.22-24, is an oracle of salvation, employing the vocabulary
used in the previous sections. It has the form of a two-part proof saying. After the





153 Parunak (1978:273) argues that vv.15-18 form a chiasm.
154 Block 1997:526.
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extended recognition formula in v.24aa. Then the section closes with an elaborated
formula for divine speech.
The structure of the chapter is as follows:
A vv.2-10 A parable of two eagles, a cedar and a vine
vv.2-3aa Introduction
vv.3aP-6 The first eagle and the deeds of the cedar turned vine
vv.7-8 The second eagle and the vine
vv.9-10 The fate of the vine
B w. 11-21 An interpretation of the parable
v.ll Introduction
vv. 12-18 Nebuchadnezzar and Zedekiah
vv. 19-21 Yahweh and Zedekiah
C vv.22-24 Yahweh's restoration of the cedar
3.2. Analysis
The general thrust of vv.11-21 is clear. Nebuchadnezzar, the king of Babylon,
came to Jerusalem and took its king, i.e., Jehoiachin, and his officials to Babylon.155
Then Nebuchadnezzar set up Zedekiah, Jehoiachin's uncle, as the puppet king of
Judah. But Zedekiah rebelled by sending envoys to Egypt asking for help. As a result
of his action, Zedekiah was punished. The emphasis of the interpretation (as well as
the parable) is on the fate of Zedekiah as shown by the length of the text devoted to
it. This last phase of the political history of Judah can also be found in 2 Kg 24:8-
25:21 and Jer 37:1-39:10.
In the present passage, "covenant" functions as a catchword (vv.13, 14, 15, 16,
18, 19). In four cases the word is used with "oath" (Hbx) (vv.13, 16, 18, 19).
"Covenant" is once the object ofmD (v.13), once of "I&U7 (v.14), and four times of
7Dn (vv.15, 16, 18, 19) where it is three times used in parallel to nbx HTD (vv.16, 18,
19). The last phrase indicates the concern of this passage. In v. 13 we find
JVQ inx niTI followed by ilbXD 1DN XDrl. While the first expression is the most
common one for the making of a covenant, the second expression is much less
frequent, found only in Neh 10:30 (n27"Ql£Q1 nbXD D'XDI)156 where different groups
155 Hossfeld (1977:78), Lang (1978:55-56) and Allen (1994:250), following Kutsch, argue that the
verb npb in v.l3bp means to take the leaders into a covenant. But this seems unlikely. See Jtingling
(1993:12In. 18). Besides, npb has often been used to mean deportation as in v. 12. A chiastic use of
the word in vv.l2b-13, noted by Greenberg (1983a:314) and Maarsingh (1988:39), argues against
Hossfeld.
136
In 1 Kg 8:31 (//2 Chr 6:22), the expression nbx XD1 is found. While Dillard (1987:46) takes it as a
syntactic equivalent of nblO X31, Gray (1977:216) and Japhet (1993:584) regard its syntax as
impossible and suggest the alternatives nbxi X31 (with LXX and Syriac) or nbXD XD1. Note that
DCH (1:272) lists as one possibility that nVx is the subject of X2"l.
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of people following the lead of others showed their determination in observing the
laws of God brought by Ezra by entering into an oath. The use of the qal form of KID
in Neh 10:30 recalls a similar phrase rfHDD KID mentioned above in 2 Chr 15:12 and
Jer 34:10 where a similar situation is to be found, namely, a person of a superior
status initiates some terms of an agreement and then people of a lower status join in.
The use of the hiphil of KID in this case resembles the case in 1 Sam 20:8 for in both
cases it depicts a relationship between only two persons of unequal status. The
purpose of Nebuchadnezzar's action is that "the kingdom be low, not to exalt
itself'.157
The phrase ITHD "lOU? in v. 14 is used sixteen times in the MT to denote the
1 SS
keeping of the covenant, but only in Ezekiel is a human treaty in view. What is of
some interest is whether the suffix of mJDJ?1? represents the covenant159 or the
kingdom.160 In favour of the former is the observation that since a suffix usually
refers to what is just mentioned, the suffix in this case must refer to the covenant.161
Moreover, "covenant" is the object of the hiphil form of HDD in Ps 105:10 (//
1 Chr 16:17).162 In favour of the latter, one can argue that it makes the sentence less
tautologous. That is, "by keeping the covenant, the kingdom may continue" is more
informative than "by keeping the covenant, the covenant may stand". Secondly, the
whole tenor of v. 14 seems to be on the kingdom: to be low, not to exalt itself, and
that by keeping the covenant the kingdom may continue. Thus, once the covenant
was violated, the kingdom, not just Zedekiah (vv.16, 20), suffered (vv.17, 21). Lastly,
some key words in vv.13-14 are found in 2 Kg 23:3 where Josiah made a covenant
(JTHD mD) before Yahweh to keep (DD1P) his commandments, and all the people
i
stood in the covenant (rPDDD D/DSPI). Based on this, the Ezekielian text could mean
"by keeping the covenant, the kingdom stands (in the covenant)".
157 The subject of XtMnn can be either the king or the kingdom. The first option is held by Lang
(1978:56), Greenberg (1983a:308) and Block (1997:534), while the second by BDB (672),
Zimmerli (1979:357), Dijkstra (1986:161), Breuer (1993:139) and Allen (1994:250). The choice
seems to depend on whether one reads XtPinn 'nVnb in connection with the making of the
covenant in v. 13, or with the preceding phrase ilbDU? rDbftft nTTtb, respectively. In view of the
immediate context and a comparison with 29:15, the second option is preferred.
158 With a human subject: Gen 17:9, 10; Ex 19:5; 31:16; 1 Kg 11:11; Ps 78:10; 103:18; 132:12;
Ez 17:14. With God as subject: Dt 7:9, 12; 1 Kg 8:23; 2 Chr 6:14; Neh 1:5; 9:32; Dan 9:4.
159 Kraetzschmar (1900:159) (citing Is 54:10 and Ps 89:29 for support, but in neither case does the
word 7Q27 appear); Cooke 1936:193; Auvray 1957:69; Hossfeld 1977:67; Lang 1978:50; Zimmerli
1979:357; Allen 1994:250; Block 1997:534.




I6j The parallel text in 2 Chr 34:32 uses the hiphil of 7D27.
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The last expression discussed is T fTD in v. 18.164 This action is generally taken
as belonging to the rite of covenant making.165 Viberg adds that the action probably
took place at the same time as the oath since both the action and the oath are used to
ratify the vassal-suzerain treaty between the two parties.166
Undoubtedly, ITHD refers here to a vassal treaty between Zedekiah and
Nebuchadnezzar. The phrase nbDU? nbbftft meaning vassal kingdom (also in 29:15)
supports this.167 As noted above, a covenant is usually accompanied by an oath
1 ^8
invoking the gods as witness and guarantor, although in this case some question if
Nebuchadnezzar himself also took the oath.169 That Yahweh was invoked as a
witness is supported both by 17:19 where the oath and covenant are said to be
Yahweh's170 and by 2Chr36:13 where Nebuchadnezzar is said to have made
Zedekiah swear by God (QTlbXD 1SPDU77). But Greenberg questions this
interpretation. He argues that (1) there is no evidence that the practice of invoking
gods as witnesses in a vassal treaty was followed in neo-Babylonian times; (2)
2 Chr 36:13 is not an independent source but is dependent on Ezekiel; and (3) the
covenant in 17:19 is actually referring to that between Israel and Yahweh.171 Laato
criticises Greenberg with respect to argument (1). In addition to the neo-Assyrian
treaty between Esarhaddon and Baal of Tyro where the gods of both the suzerain and
the vassal are called as witnesses — the only treaty Greenberg reckons as
1 79
exemplifying such a practice, Laato lists five more. Laato admits that this does not
constitute proof that such was practised in Babylonian times, but it adds to the
1 TO
likelihood. As to the dependence of 2 Chr 36:13 on Ez 17:13, Greenberg gives no
proof for his claim.174 Greenberg's weakest argument is to make a distinction
between the covenant in v. 18 and v. 19. In referring 17:19 to 16:59 Greenberg
"confuses two distinct passages and the relation between them".17:1 He also misses
the link between v. 18 and v. 19 forged strongly by the word pb. Lastly, notice that
elsewhere in the Bible a covenant among humans is sometimes referred to later as
"my covenant", denoting God's covenant (e.g. 1 Sam 18:1-4 and 20:8; Jer 34:8-10
164 Also in 2 Kg 10:15; 1 Chr 29:24; 2 Chr 30:8; Ezr 10:19; Jer 50:15; Lam 5:6.
165
E.g. Hossfeld 1977:83; Kalluveettil 1982:14.
166
Viberg 1992:38. Cf. Block 1997:535n.76.
167 Tsevat 1959:201; Lang 1978:56n.l9.
168 Aalders 1955:286; Tsevat 1959:201-204; Thiel 1970:216; Hossfeld 1977:83-84; Lang 1978:57;
Maarsingh 1988:39; Allen 1994:256.





173 Cf. Dillard 1987:300; Allen 1994:259.
174 Nor do Japhet (1993:1070) and Allen (1994:259).
175 Allen 1994:259.
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and 34:18). This phenomenon is best explained by the supposition that each of these
covenants was accompanied by an oath taken in the name of the god involved. The
point is that by taking an oath in Yahweh's name, Yahweh becomes the guarantor of
the treaty. Within the vassal treaty, there are obligations for both the suzerain and
vassal. For the vassal, this includes the giving up of self independence in political
matters and the paying of tribute to the suzerain (cf. 2 Kg 17:3-4).176
In 17:11-21, "covenant" is used (five times) to denote a vassal treaty between
Nebuchadnezzar and Zedekiah, with obligations for the latter. The emphasis on this
covenant is not found elsewhere. With this treaty, the kingdom of Judah was
supposed to stay low so that it may survive. But Zedekiah rebels against the treaty,
resulting in disaster. At the same time, this violation is to be seen as breaking
Yahweh's covenant in that a ratifying oath was taken in Yahweh's name. That
"covenant" is used together four times with "oath" points to the importance of
honouring one's oath in God's name. In this passage, we may have a unique
combination of (qal) with rP"D.
3.3. Covenant and Retribution
In this section we will consider the idea of retribution involved in Ez 17.
As mentioned above, it is the duty of the vassal to give up independence in
external politics and to pay a tribute. In Ez 17, Zedekiah attempts to violate the vassal
treaty by sending envoys to Egypt to secure military assistance. It is not impossible
that Zedekiah withheld the tribute as well.177 The fate of Zedekiah in connection with
his breaking the vassal treaty is envisaged several times in Ez 17. The rhetorical
question in v. 15 hints already at the death of Zedekiah. The word (niphal) is
.. 178
used primarily of those escaping from enemies, usually in connection with wars. It
denotes not the process of fleeing, but the successful end result of the flight.179 That
Zedekiah was not able to escape is made explicitly in v. 16. The announcement of the
1 80
death penalty in v. 16 has the form of a legal verdict pronounced in the absence of
the guilty party.181 Here God plays the role of a judge, mediating between Zedekiah








180 Several features of a sentence suggested by Bovati (1994:355, 357n.34) can be found here. First, it
takes the form of a declaration. Second, there is an indication of the motivation. Third, the sentence




in v. 18 with the additional information of the ceremony of "giving the hand" which
seems to function in the same way as the oath.182 Not only is Zedekiah himself
183 • • 184
punished, so is the kingdom. Many lives will be cut off (v. 17), choice soldiers
will fall by the sword (v.21) and the people will be scattered.
So far the violation of the treaty and its corresponding punishment are on the
human level with Yahweh as the judge. However, the parallel between the breaking
of a treaty and despising an oath, which appears three times (vv.16, 18, 19), points to
the divine domain because the oath was taken in the name of the God who guarantees
the treaty. The turn in v. 19 where the oath and covenant are said to be Yahweh's is
therefore not surprising. Yahweh's action is described as "to spread a net" so that
185
Zedekiah "will be captured in a trap". The syntagm DUH UHD occurs nine times
1 8 f\
and twice in the OT. In Ezekiel the first expression is used mostly
1 87
with the divine punishment of rulers. In the two occurrences of the second
expression, the role of Yahweh is explicit. Further on, Yahweh will bring him to
• ^ • 188
Babylon and charge him for treason (7570) which refers to the violation of an oath.
Apart from Ez 17, the fate of Zedekiah is also mentioned in Ez 12. In the
explanation to a symbolic action, Ezekiel refers to the fate of "the prince" (JOlIOn) in
• 1 go
Jerusalem who is generally recognised to be Zedekiah. Three descriptions of him
are found in 12:12. First, he will lift up his baggage and flee from Jerusalem in
darkness (i.e., after sunset) (cf. Jer 39:4; 2 Kg 25:4). Second, the invaders190 will
breach the wall and bring him out. Third, he will cover his face because he will not
182
Hugenberger 1994:213.
I8j Note that there is a word play on the cutting of a covenant (n'73 n*D) and the cutting ofmany lives
(mm mtfsj mm1?).
184 The word "117330 is textually problematic. It is emended to 171730, suggesting that there is a
metathesis, because: (1) 17730 is a hapax in the OT; (2) 71730 is supported by the Targum, Syriac,
LXX86 (ot eKA.£KToi.) and some other Hebrew manuscripts; (3) the word "TOO occurs four more
times in Ezekiel (23:7; 24:4-5; 31:16); (4) 71130 seems to function better in its context: the soldiers
are mentioned in v.21aa whereas the fugitives or the survivors in v.21ap (Zimmerli 1979:358;
Allen 1994:253; Block 1997:535); and (5) a comparison with a similar description in 12:14
favours the reading 11130 (Block 1997:535). Barthelemy (1992:121-123) gives only a grade C to
the MT reading. Few scholars keep the MT reading (e.g. Keil 1876a:243-244; Greenberg
1983a:309, 316).
185 Ps 140:6; Prov 29:5; Lam 1:13; Ez 12:13; 17:20; 19:8; 32:3; Hos 5:1; 7:12.
186 Ez 12:13; 17:20.
187 Bodi 1991:164-170.
188 This usage finds a precedent in Lev 26. The violation of the covenant (mi3 7D17) in v. 15 is
regarded as treason committed against God ('O'lbVO 717X 0*72703) in v.40. See Milgrom
(1976a: 19-20). Against Ringgren (1997:462), who regards the act of *7270 in 17:20 as being of a
general nature.
189 Cooke 1936:132; Zimmerli 1979:274; Allen 1994:181; Block 1997:373.
190 Some take the subject of linn' as either citizens (Zimmerli 1979:274; Brownlee 1986:170) or the
king's attendants (Keil 1876a: 160). However, it is more likely that the subject is the Babylonians
(Uehlinger 1987:138; Allen 1994:181; Block 1997:375; cf. Garscha 1974:110-111).
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see the land. The sentence in 12:12b(3 is difficult.191 Of relevance to us is whether or
not "he will not see the land" refers to Zedekiah's blindness.192 This interpretation
seems unlikely. Rather, in the context of the exile the phrase means that Zedekiah
• • 1QT
will never see the land of Palestine again (cf. Jer 22:12). Three phrases in 17:20
are also found in 12:13: (1) "spread my net over him" (12:13aa); (2) "he will be
caught in my snare" (12:13ap); and (3) "I will bring him to Babylon" (12:13ba). The
phrase "he will not see it" (12:13b|3), whether regarded as original or a later addition,
is often taken to refer to the blinding of Zedekiah (mentioned in 2 Kg 25:7).194 This
seems reasonable because the suffix ofnniKI refers to its nearest antecedent which is
the land of the Chaldeans, and the word DU? in 12:13b(3 also has the same referent.193
The idea of retribution in Ez 17 is expressed in two ways. First, it is couched in
legal terms. Yahweh as the guarantor of the vassal treaty serves as a judge who
delivers a verdict on the party who violates the treaty. Zedekiah who transgresses the
conditions laid down in the treaty will not be able to escape from the consequence.
Yahweh mediates between Zedekiah and Nebuchadnezzar, judges according to the
terms and therefore sentences Zedekiah in his absence to his deserved death penalty.
The one who executes this death penalty is not mentioned explicitly but v. 17 hints
that the Babylonians are responsible. Thus, although the deity is the judge, the
execution of the verdict remains on the human level. Though not found in Ez 17, the
fate of Zedekiah mentioned in Ez 12 contains elements pertaining to curses in
treaties. Greenberg refers to a treaty between Ashurnirari V of Assyria and Mati'ilu
of Arpad in the eighth century BCE in which if Mati'ilu breaks the treaty, he, his
family and his people will be removed from his country, not return to it, and not
behold it again.196 This resembles the fate of Zedekiah depicted in Ez 12. Moreover,
if the blindness of Zedekiah is alluded to in Ez 12, then we have one more item on
the list of curses in the treaty. Deist refers to I S fire A 35-40 wherein one curse for
1 Q7
the breach of treaty is the blinding of the offender. These extra-biblical sources
provide a parallel to the biblical materials, indicating the curses imposed upon the
one who breaches a treaty.
191 See the discussion in Allen (1994:173) and Block (1997:363-364).
192
Redpath 1907:54; Davidson 1916:84, 86; Cody 1984:62; Stuart 1989:110; Blenkinsopp 1990:66;
Cooper 1994:150.
193 Aalders 1955:209; Greenberg 1983a:211; Allen 1994:180; Block 1997:375-376. Cf. Lofthouse
1907:119; Davidson 1916:84.
194 Keil 1876a: 160; Aalders 1955:209; Wevers 1969:82; Lang 1978:21; Zimmerli 1979:274;
Greenberg 1983a:215; Stuart 1989:110; Allen 1994:182.
195 See Block (1997:377-378) for a different opinion.
196
Greenberg 1983a:211; also in ANET(532) and Parpola and Watanabe (1988:8).
197 Deist 1971:72. Cf. ANET 660. See also ANET(538, 540), Parpola and Watanabe (1988:45, 57).
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Secondly, Zedekiah sins against God by despising the oath which he swore in
Yahweh's name. This is taken as treason against Yahweh whose punishment of
Zedekiah is couched in stereotypical language "spreading of net and snare" which in
Ezekiel refers to the divine punishment on rulers. Lastly, the idea of being trapped in
• • *198
a snare also resembles some curses in ANE treaties listed by Hillers.
3.4. Summary
In Ez 17:11-21 the word rVD refers to a vassal treaty between Zedekiah and
Nebuchadnezzar which is made with an accompanying oath taken in Yahweh's name
who then serves as the protector and guarantor of the treaty. Retribution was then
considered on both the level of the treaty and of the oath. Violation of the vassal
treaty will result in the death penalty, permanent removal from one's own homeland,
and being blinded. Violation of the oath implies treason against Yahweh and will
result in divine punishment whose nature is unclear.
4. rp-Q as a Future Covenant: Ez 20:37
4.1. Introductory Remarks
Thematically Ez 20 stands out from its surrounding chapters 19 and 21. It is a
literary unit comprising two subunits: w.1-31, 32-44. The chapter begins with a date,
followed by a delegation of elders to consult Yahweh. The word reception formula in
v.2 introduces a command from Yahweh who refused to be consulted (v.3). Then a
history of Israel is recounted: Israel in Egypt (vv.5-9), the first generation in the
wilderness (vv.10-17), the second generation in the wilderness (vv. 18-26), and Israel
in the land (vv.27-29). The oracle then moves back to the present in vv.30-31. It is
concluded in v.31 where Yahweh's refusal to be consulted is restated, forming an
inclusion with v.3.199
The second subunit of this chapter is a disputation speech.200 According to
Graffy, this speech consists of the following parts: (i) an introduction (v.32a), (ii) a
quotation (v.32b), (iii) a programmatic refutation (v.33), and (iv) a refutation (in
901
three parts: vv.34-38, 39-42, 43-44). This can be subjected to some refinement.
909
Agreeing with Baltzer, Allen suggests that a medial break is found only after v.38.
While the section is split into vv.33-38, 39-44 on the basis of form and contrast in
198 Hillers 1964:69-70.
199
Against those who make a division after v.32. E.g. Heinisch 1923:102; Aalders 1955:326; Fohrer
1955:107; Stuart 1989:184.
200 Zimmerli 1979:413-414; Graffy 1984:65; Allen 1990:7.
201
Graffy 1984:65.
202 Baltzer 1971a:2; Allen 1990:8.
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content by Baltzer, and on the basis of the different locales (wilderness of the peoples
in vv.32-38 and the land of Israel in vv.39-44) by Kriiger, Allen structures it in
four parts: vv.32-33, 34-38, 39-42, and 43-44 with the first part as an introduction
and the last part as a conclusion.204
4.2. Analysis
The lack of a formal introduction in v.32 seems to suggest that this subunit
(vv.32-44) is related to what precedes.205 The quotation in v.32 can be regarded
206either as a defiant claim of the people to be like the nations or as a resigned
• • 207
expression of the people for being exiled among the nations. The difference is
whether the exiles actively will to be like the nations or are unwillingly absorbed by
their surroundings. The second option is more likely.
First, the serving of wood and stone is a curse for disobedience (e.g. Dt 4:28;
908
28:36, 64) and that is what the people will (or are afraid to) suffer here. The
combination "wood and stone" (pSI fV) occurs in basically two contexts: as
materials for vessels or houses209 and as gods of the nations (or idols).210 The less
frequently found combination "stone and wood" is attested mostly in the first
211 • *212
context and once as the object of Judah's adulterous action. Wood and stone are
explicitly referred to as gods (QTtbN) among the peoples (D'DS?) or in the nations
(tna) in Dt 4:28; 28:36 ('U); 28:64; 29:16; 2 Kg 19:18; Is 37:19. In the parallel
passages 2 Kg 19:18 and Is 37:19, "wood and stone" are immediately qualified as no
gods but the work of human hands. The first three Deuteronomic passages speak of a
curse on the Israelites when they fail to obey Yahweh: they will serve (ID27) wood
and stone in the foreign nation(s). These texts seem to depict an exilic situation. This
is absent in other texts. In Dt 29:16 and Jer 3:9, Israel's connection with wood and
stone is more of a voluntary action — she wants to do it. And because of this action
the people will be punished. The case of Ez 20 is more similar to the three
Deuteronomic texts than the latter two passages in pinpointing the exilic situation.
First, 20:1 is a frame which indicates a conversation between Ezekiel and the elders
in the exile. Secondly, the phrase "clans of the countries" (mxixn mHDttP) in 20:32
203 Baltzer 1971a:2; Kruger 1989:201.
204 Allen 1990:8.
205 Sedlmeier (1990:311) notes the continued use of participles from vv.30-31 to v.32.
206
E.g. Keil 1876a:279; Skinner 1895:182; Davidson 1916:159; Fisch 1950:128; Eichrodt 1970:277.
207
E.g. Andrew 1985:102; Dijkstra 1986:205; Klein 1988:79; Kruger 1989:226; Clements 1996:91.
208
Graffy 1984:66. Carley (1975:49) also points out that the exilic situation induces pessimism.
209
E.g. Ex 7:19; 1 Kg 5:32; 18:38; 2 Kg 12:13; 22:6; Zech 5:4; 1 Chr 22:14; 29:2.
210
E.g. Dt 4:28; 28:36, 64; 29:16; 2 Kg 19:18; Is 37:19; Ez 20:32. Cf. Jer 2:27.
211
E.g. Lev 14:45; Ez 26:12; 1 Chr 22:15 and 2 Chr 2:13.
212 I nv 1 -O
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has a parallel only in Zech 14:17 (pxn mnStZ?0) in which the phrase is parallel to
"nations" (D'U) in Zech 14:16.213 Thirdly, Yahweh's reply in 20:34 points again to
an exilic situation. Thus, by comparing the usage of "wood and stone" (or "stone and
wood") elsewhere, it is more likely that in Ez 20:32, the worship of wood and stone
does not express a voluntary action on the part of the worshippers but the result of a
curse. If that is the case, then in the background of the text already lies a covenantal
idea.
Secondly, Graffy holds that in other disputation speeches in Ezekiel, those
quotations attributed to the exiles express despair and dejection (12:27; 33:10; 37:11)
whereas those attributed to the Jerusalemites show arrogance and pride (11:3, 15;
12:22; 18:2; 33:24).214 This is generally correct although one may question if 12:27
belongs to a dispute with the exiles or 37:11-14 should be seen as a dispute with the
215
people in Judah."
Thirdly, the overall positive response seems more likely to be a reply to a
91 ft • • '
despondent expression. Even though in vv.33-38 the niphal of UD1Z7 with God as
the subject is used three times, there is a distinction between two groups of people.
The message is not totally negative.
217
From v.33 on, the future of Israel is in view. In v.33a, the oath formula,
strengthened by the messenger formula, introduces Yahweh's reaction to the saying
in v.32. Vv.33b-34 are framed by the threefold expression "with a strong hand and
9 1 8
with an outstretched arm and with outpoured wrath". That the first two expressions
219
are connected with the Exodus event is pointed out frequently. The third
expression is unique to Ezekiel and it echoes the phrase 17X1 which is almost
unique to him.220 It always has Yahweh as the subject, mostly refers to the wrath of
Yahweh poured out on Israel, but also on a country (which act treacherously against
Yahweh) in general (14:19) or on Egypt in particular (30:15). Some scholars regard
2|J The parallel use of nTOtt/O and '"U is attested elsewhere in the MT. See Zobel (1986:89).
214
Grafiy 1984:66-67. Cf. Aalders 1955:325-326; Zimmerli 1979:414.
215 Pohlmann 1992:117.
216 Herrmann 1924:125; Beuken 1972:49-50; Graffy 1984:67; Allen 1990:13.
217 Sedlmeier 1990:341.
218 Cf. Greenberg 1983a:371. This speaks against those who find a separation between vv.33 and 34.
See, for example, Bettenzoli (1979:198) and Graffy (1984:65) who sees v.33 as a programmatic
refutation to be expanded in what follows.
219 Keil 1876a:279; Carley 1975:14; Zimmerli 1979:415; Andrew 1985:103; Hoffmeier 1986:384-
386; Block 1997:650. Both expressions are found in the context of the Exodus in Dt4:34; 5:15;
7:19; 11:2; 26:8; Jer 32:21; Ps 136:12 (otherwise also in 1 Kg 8:42//2 Chr 6:32). "Strong hand" is
found alone in Ex3:19; 6:1; 13:9; 32:11; Nu20:20; Dt3:24; 6:21; 7:8; 9:26; 34:12; Neh 1:10;
Dan 9:15. "Outstretched arm" appears alone in Ex 6:6; Dt 9:9; 2 Kg 17:36; Jer 32:17. Note that in
some cases these expressions are also used of humans.
220 Found outside Ezekiel only in Jer 10:25 (//Ps 79:6).
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the third expression as modifying negatively the first two expressions which are
991
positive for Israel, presuming that the third expression refers to the judgement of
Israel. This presumption is probably based on the use of the phrase HDH *|SU7 in 20:8,
13, 22.222 Whether this is true we can only answer after examining Dir1?!? "pb&N in
999
v.33 which is the only place in Ezekiel where Yahweh is said to act as a king.
Apart from Ez 20:33, Yahweh is the subject of the verb 12 times in the MT.224 In
some cases Yahweh is depicted as king over the nations, or Yahweh as king rules
over the chaotic forces. No case seems to indicate that the kingship of Yahweh is
99 S
threatening to Israel. Even some who suggest a menacing tone here admit that such
usage is singular.226 Why should the kingship of Yahweh be intimidating to Israel?
Rather, the reign of Yahweh is a positive note, associated with the first Exodus in
Ex 15:18 (cf. Nu 23:21-22). In addition, Lust argues that the kingship of Yahweh is
997
also linked with the "gathering and return" theme which is found at first in the
Exodus from Diaspora in 20:34a (— note the words "peoples" and "countries").
Framing this idea is the combination of the three phrases "with a strong hand", "with
an outstretched arm" and "with outpoured wrath". The last phrase is not directed to
Israel, but to the nations (cf. Ez 14:19; 30:15).228 Thus, we should read vv.33-34 as
an entirely positive answer to the resigned quotation in v.32. With power Yahweh
will be king over Israel by performing for the Israelites a second Exodus from the
nations.
Like the first generation in the wilderness which was brought out by Yahweh
not to the promised land but to the wilderness (v. 10), so will the Israelites here. Thus,
"the desert of the people" to which the people will be brought (v.3 5a) designates less
a geographical location and more a "typological counterpart" to the desert of
Egypt.229 There (UV7) God will enter into judgement with them. The niphal of DDtZ?
occurs three times in vv.35-36. Apart from a few cases where it denotes the
221
Greenberg 1983a:372; Allen 1990:14; Ohnesorge 1991:157; Koenen 1994:48; Block 1997:650.
222 Zimmerli 1979:415.
223 The verb is used once more in Ezekiel in 17:16 as a hiphil. In Ez 34, Yahweh is designated as a
shepherd (run), which, according to Soggin (1997b: 1248), "clearly represents a variant of the title
melek 'king'".
224 Ex 15:18; 1 Sam 8:7; Ps47:9; 93:1; 96:10; 97:1; 99:1; 146:10; ls24:23; 52:7; Mi 4:7;
1 Chr 16:31. For a list of passages where Yahweh is given the title see Soggin (1997a:677).
225 One doubts if Vawter and Hoppe (1991:103) are correct in claiming that "king" in prophetic
literature is a title of doom. Cf. Is 43:15; Zeph 3:15.
226 Cooke 1936:221; Kriiger 1989:266-267.
227 Lust 198lb: 139.
228 Herrmann 1924:125; Dijkstra 1986:206.
229 Keil 1876a:280; Baltzer 1971a:7n.33; Zimmerli 1979:416; Kruger 1989:268; Allen 1990:14;




passive, the niphal form means generally "to enter into a controversy with
9*31 999
someone", often in a juridical context. Yahweh will confront the people "face to
face". The phrase DTD *78 DTD, which occurs four more times in the MT,233 is not
used here to refer to an actual past encounter of the people with God (such as on
Sinai).234 Rather, it means that the encounter is "personlich und unmittelbar",23:> thus
emphasising the individual aspect (in contrast to the collective whole of Israel
9-3 zr
referred to in previous verses). This individual aspect is accentuated by the use of
shepherd metaphor in v.37. This entering into judgement with the Israelites is
compared to a similar event which happened before. In the context of Ez 20, this
must refer to God's entering into judgement with the first and second generations in
the wilderness (vv.10-17, 18-26) who disobeyed the statutes and ordinances given by
God.
V.37 resumes the series of w-qatal phrases (from v.34 on). Vv.37-38 seem to
• 237 •make more explicit what is said in vv.35-36. The expression UDU?n rinn *1237
occurs only once more in Lev 27:32 (where the qal of 7DS7 is used). There the picture
is that as the sheep pass under the rod, a shepherd counts his sheep and every tenth is
taken as a tithe. The image used here underlines again the individuals. Although in
Leviticus the expression does signify some sort of selection, it has nothing to do with
quality (cf. Lev 27:33). If quantity but not quality is also the concern here (cf.
9-30 9TQ 940
Jer 33:13), this seems to indicate that all and every Israelite who is brought to
the wilderness is under consideration. After this inspection, all the Israelites are
brought into the rule241 of the covenant242 (v.37b). Lollowing Lisch, who holds that
2j0 The niphal of 0311?' occurs 17 times in MT: 1 Sam 12:7; Is43:26; 59:4; 66:16; Jer2:35; 25:31;
Ez 17:20; 20:35; 20:36 (2x); 38:22; J1 4:2; Ps 9:20; 37:33; 109:7; Prov 29:9; 2 Chr 22:8. It is used
as passive only in Psalms.
231 Bovati 1994:49; Niehr 1995:419. Cf. BDB 1048.
232 Niehr 1995:419; Schultz 1996:219. Ohnesorge (1991:197) takes it as "einen Rechtsstreit ftihren".
Against Hossfeld (1977:455) who suggests the meaning "ein vernichtendes Gericht halten".
2j'' Gen 32:31 (God and Jacob); Ex33:ll (God and Moses); Dt 34:10 (God and Moses); Jdg6:22
(Gideon and an angel of God). The expression CPJDO 0*39, referring to the Sinaitic encounter
between God and the Israelites, occurs only in Dt 5:4.






Kruger 1989:269; Sedlmeier 1990:367; Ohnesorge 1991:197. Against Greenhill 1945-67:513; Keil





241 The word rn'Oft has caused much discussion. The proposals are: (1) The LXX renders it as
(bv) dpiOpcp, reflecting "130ft "number". E.g. Smend 1880:134; Toy 1899:136; Bertholet 1936:72;
Schumpp 1942:105; Auvray 1957:80; Wevers 1969:120; Eichrodt 1970:262; Mosis 1978:244;
Zimmerli 1979:403; Hals 1989:131; Ohnesorge 1991:90n.39; HALOT 2:608; cf. BHS apparatus.
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only those who pass the selection process will be "reconsecrated under the covenant",
Greenberg argues that only those who pass will be made to accept the obligation of
747
the covenant. But this is not likely since the same pronominal suffix "you" is
retained since v.32. Only in v.38 do we find a partition (DDE)).244 Thus, all Israelites
are to put under the rule of the covenant. But that does not mean that all of them can
keep it. Those who cannot are the rebels (Q'TIOH) and transgressors (□,yi£HDn)
against God245 and they will be purged out ("112) from among the Israelites. In this
understanding, the selection process does not begin in v.37a, but in v.37b.246 The
"rule of the covenant" can be likened to the "statutes and ordinances" which Yahweh
gave to the first and second generations in the wilderness who could choose to
observe them or not. Just as these "statutes and ordinances" include both promise and
punishment, so does "the rule of the covenant".247 Thus, there is no need to restrict its
meaning to "covenantal curses".248 If Bovati is right in saying that in a two-party
controversy both parties must refer to some norms which "regulate the rights and
duties of each",249 then the rule of the covenant can serve precisely that purpose. In
this connection, a further parallel between the rule of the covenant and the statutes
(2) Theodotion (ev raxpocSoaei) and the Targum take it as "tradition", probably deriving it from
bDD "to deliver, offer". (3) Aquila (ev Secrpotq), Symmachus (Stct Kkoton) and Vulgate (in
vinculis) interpret it as "bond, fetter", thus reading it as rn'DXft, from bOX. E.g. Kraetzschmar
1900:174; Cooke 1936:225; Aalders 1955:327; Maarsingh 1988:88; BDB 64. Similarly, Ehrlich
(1912:77) takes it as nbD'O, also from bOX, meaning "Halfter, Leitseil". See also J.-M. §16a n.2.
Greenberg (1983a:372-373, 1983b) argues for the meaning "obligation, duty" with the rendering
"bond" a metaphoric equivalent. His opinion is followed by Allen (1990:4), Kriiger (1989:268)
(who further points out that MT has the lectio difficilior), Sedlmeier (1990:54-56) and Block
(1997:648). (4) Syriac has "chastisement", and thus takes the word as bplfr, from bO' "to
discipline, chasten, admonish" (cf. Prov 13:24; 22:15; 23:13 for the parallel between UD1C' and
bOIQ). This understanding is taken up by Cornill (1886:296-297), Bertholet (1897:109), and
Heinisch (1923:103). Driver (1935:297) suggests HbO'D, also from bO1. (5) Hitzig (1847:138),
followed by Herrmann (1924:121), reads IbbO/?, the construct state of nbiibb which is a hapax found
in 2 Sam 13:9, meaning "pan, crucible". (6) Gertner (1960:271) argues that the word should be
read as Hb'Op, derived from bbD (bb(P) "to rule, command", much as does Koenen (1994:46). To
conclude, while options (1), (2) and (5) are less likely, the other options do not differ too much,
especially (3) and (6). We may take the meaning to be "bond, rule".
242
Following the LXX, some commentators (see proposal (1) in previous note) delete Ifbsn as
dittography of the following word TUbbl. But this can also be a haplography on the part of the
LXX. Hitzig (1847:138), in view of THbbl in v.38, repoints the word as rPb'an, meaning
"purification". Thus the phrase n'bSib DbOM means "in the crucible of purifying". Greenberg
(1983a:373), followed by Allen (1990:4) and Koenen (1994:45), holds that "the high incidence of
repetition and alliteration in vss. 33-40 speaks for the originality of the sequence hbryt wbrty".
243 Fisch 1950:129; Greenberg 1983b:42. Cf. Allen 1990:14.
244 Sedlmeier 1990:364, 365-366; Koenen 1994:46.
245 For a discussion of these expressions, see Ohnesorge (1991:160).
246 Cf. Dijkstra 1986:127: "De Here zal de Israelieten onder het juk van het verbond brengen door hen
opnieuw tot de keuze to dwingen: God of afgoden".
247 Keil 1876a:282; Aalders 1955:327; Koenen 1994:46. Cf. Greenberg 1983b:42.
248 Kraetzschmar 1900:174; Noordtzij 1957:225.
249 Bovati 1994:30.
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mentioned in Ez 20:11-12, 18-20 can be found. Thus, Krtiger suggests rightly that
those statutes can be understood as "Bundes(erneuerungs)angebof' in as far as it aims
at a relationship between God and the people in which "das Handeln beider Instanzen
• • • 250durch explizite Normen reziprok typisiert ist".
The phrase D'TUft pX ("the land of sojourning", v.38aP) occurs five more
times in the MT.2?I It denotes the land of Canaan promised to the patriarchs but not
yet possessed. In Gen 36:7 it has a more restricted meaning as a part of Canaan.
Ezekiel changes its reference but retains its sense. It still means the land where the
252Israelites are residing as aliens, but the reference is now the land of exile. The
rebels will, together with other Israelites, be taken out from the land of exile, but
their punishment, like that of their fathers in the wilderness of Egypt, is that they will
not enter the land of Israel (cf. 20:15).
The quotation in v.32 represents a pessimistic resignation of the exiles. This
triggers a positive reply from Yahweh who promises to carry out for them a second
Exodus. But this Exodus is qualified by a selection so that the rebels will be purged
out and excluded from the land of Israel. The selection is done by putting all
Israelites under the rule of the covenant, which can be compared to the statutes and
ordinances given to the fathers in the Egyptian wilderness. This rule is served as the
standard by which the people are assessed if they are rebellious or not. In this
understanding, the covenant is one between Yahweh and the Israelites which consists
of norms for appropriate conduct for both sides.
4.3. Covenant and Retribution
In the above discussion, we argue that the phrase rP"Q DIDO ("rule of the
covenant") can be likened to the "statutes and ordinances" (CUDtPOl mpT?) given by
Yahweh to the first and second generations in the wilderness. These statutes and
ordinances can be seen as the terms of the covenant between Yahweh and Israel, the
observance of which will lead to life and the violation of which will lead to
punishment. The rule of the covenant has a similar function. The covenantal overtone
in the present pericope (20:32-38) is shown not only by the occurrence of the word
nnn, but also by Dmon and D^UnDn.
In political contexts, 730 means to rebel against a superior power with the aim
of gaining independence and is mostly used to refer to Judah/Israel's unsuccessful
on
attempt to break away from a superior power. It denotes therefore a vassal's
250
Kriiger 1989:222 (our italics).
251 Gen 17:8; 28:4; 36:7; 37:1; Ex 6:4.
252 Keil 1876a:282-283; Zimmerli 1979:416; Ohnesorge 1991:161.
25j Schweinhorst 1998:2.
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violation of a treaty relationship with the suzerain,2?4 although such an action can be
evaluated positively, or negatively or neutrally. It is not to be equated with "to fall
■J c c
away, to become apostate" which denotes completed events. The verb is found in
Ezekiel at 17:15, referring to Zedekiah's action against Babylon. In theological
contexts, the word refers to rebellion against Yahweh which is always illegitimate. It
means the attempt to break a covenantal relationship with Yahweh. In Ezekiel, the
verb occurs four times (2:3 (2x); 17:15; 20:38). In 2:3 the participle 0**7Yl&n is used
in apposition to "sons of Israel", followed by a relative clause employing the same
256verb again. The participle denotes not a single action, but a continued activity, thus
indicating the rebellious character of the Israelites. This observation also applies to
20:38.
The verb 37172, when used in a context of international relations, refers to a
breach of allegiance through the violation of a treaty or covenant (e.g. 1 Kg 12:19;
2 Kg 1:1; 8:20, 22; Ez 21:29). As such, it signifies a completed action (in contrast
258 • • 259
to T"lfr) " and a wilful violation from a norm or standard. It is a thoroughly
negative concept.260 The above understanding also applies to the theological domain.
With Israel as the subject, it denotes a break, a completed separation from Yahweh
the suzerain of Israel and therefore a breach of the covenant with Yahweh (e.g.
1 Kg 8:50; Is 1:2; Hos 8:1).261 In Ezekiel, the verb 27172 occurs three times262 and the
noun 27172 ten times.263 In all these cases, the verb has Israel as the subject and the
noun refers to the actions of Israel. With the exception of 21:29, which refers to
Israel's transgression against Babylon, all the rest indicate either explicitly or
implicitly from the context that the object of Israel's transgression is Yahweh. In both
14:11 and 37:23 "all their transgressions" (D;T27t72 "?23) is placed in contrast to the
covenantal formula. Thus, in these two passages, □'*27172 is connected with the
breaking of a covenant.264
In the theological domain, both and 7172 have to do with the violation of a
covenantal relationship with Yahweh. While the former represents a futile attempt to
do so, the second denotes a successful and wilful deviation from known standards.




258 Knierim 1997b: 1034.
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Youngblood 1978:202; Cover 1992:32; Knierim 1997b:1034.
260 Seebass 1989:797.
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Carpenter and Grisanti 1996:708; Knierim 1997b: 1036.
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2:3; 18:31; 20:38.
263 1 4:1 1 ; 18:22, 28, 30, 31; 21:29; 33:10, 12; 37:23; 39:24.
264 Cf. Sedlmeier 1990:392.
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The combination of "HE) and 27IZ7D occurs only in Ez 2:3 and 20:38 within the OT. In
the first text, both verbs are used to characterise the general conduct of the Israelites.
In the second, they denote those who refuse or fail to follow the rule of the covenant,
those who attempt to break away from God and those who have violated the norms.
Thus, in this case, the terms of the covenant in the sense of statutes and ordinances
are used as criteria to determine the fate of the Israelites.
4.4. Summary
Ez 20:32-38 (39-44) is a disputation speech in which Yahweh responds with a
positive message to the resigned expression of the Israelites. Instead of suffering the
covenantal curse to serve wood and stone among the nations, Yahweh will carry out a
second Exodus and lead the Israelites to the wilderness of the peoples where they will
enter into a controversy. Within the controversy both Yahweh and the Israelites must
refer to some norms to regulate their rights and duties. These norms are precisely the
so-called "rule of the covenant" by which each and all of the Israelites are judged.
The rebels and transgressors are those who fail to respond positively to the rule and
thus break away from Yahweh their suzerain. This passage shows clearly that how
the people fare is determined by these norms, the rule of the covenant. More
precisely, those who pass will enter the land and those who fail will not. In the past
Yahweh's election (H"D) of Israel (20:5) is linked to the land as the main if not the
sole concern (20:6) and whether they can enter the land depends on their reaction to
the statutes and ordinances. It is the same in the future. Again each of them will be
put under the rule the covenant and only those who pass will be allowed to enter the
land.
5. Conclusion
It is the objective of this chapter to show that there is a relationship between
covenant and retribution in its negative sense in Ezekiel. We attempted to
demonstrate that covenant is a principle governing the transition from sin to
punishment, from deed to consequence. Three passages from Ezekiel are examined
as test cases.
In Ez 16 the word rVQ is used six times in an extended metaphor depicting a
marriage covenant which symbolises a covenant between Yahweh and Jerusalem.
According to Adler, the use of the marriage covenant as a metaphor for the
covenantal relationship between Yahweh and Israel underscores four aspects: the
obligation of exclusive fidelity, election, the legal and artificial nature of the bond,
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and the emotional and intimate nature of the relationship. " Of special relevance to
us is the legal aspect of the marriage covenant. Each partner of the covenant has
obligations to fulfil. While the husband offers food, clothes and protection to his
wife, she violates the marriage covenant by abusing the property of the husband,
sacrificing his children and committing adultery with others. The punishments
inflicted on her are appropriate to these crimes according to the legal stipulations for
the marriage covenant. While it is uncommon to have all these different punishments
imposed on her, it is used to underscore the severity of the crime. In this case, the
misdeeds of Jerusalem and their consequences are related through the marriage
covenant.
The word lYHD is also used six times to denote a vassal treaty between
Zedekiah and Nebuchadnezzar in Ez 17. To rectify the treaty, an oath is taken in the
name of the gods who then serve as the witnesses and guarantors of the treaty. The
idea of despising the oath by breaking the treaty comes to the fore in this passage. In
a vassal treaty the vassal is supposed to give up its international autonomy and pay a
tribute. Zedekiah fails to do the former and probably the latter. Regarding the
breaking of the treaty, Zedekiah is punished according to the terms of the treaty. In
this case, ancient Near Eastern parallels are helpful to point out the punishments as
the death penalty, permanent removal from one's homeland and blinding. Regarding
the breaking of the oath, this is equivalent to a violation of covenant with Yahweh
and treason against him. The corresponding punishment is couched in stereotyped
language. In both the human and divine domains, what Zedekiah did and then
suffered as a consequence are connected through the covenant. He who breaks a
covenant will suffer according to the terms of covenant.
Ez 20:32-38 (39-44) speaks of a future second Exodus of the Israel from among
the nations through a mighty act of Yahweh. In the future as in the past, whether one
obeys the covenantal terms becomes the criterion for determining whether one is
allowed to enter the (promised) land (20:37). The rule of the covenant becomes the
norm against which the conduct and consequence of each is measured.
These three cases demonstrate that although mil admits of different
references, it is related to retribution in the sense that the consequence of one's
misdeed is determined by the terms of the covenant. The punishment is meted out
according to the terms of the covenant. The punishment is thus justified and just. It is
justified because it is the consequence of a violation of the agreed norms. It is just
because it is dispensed according to the terms of the agreement. The juridical view of
retribution is affirmed in these cases. Moreover, the role of Yahweh is stressed. He is
265 Adler 1990:43-93.
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the one who pronounces the punishment as a judge according to these norms. While
he may not always be involved directly in executing the punishment, he uses human
agents to carry out the punishment. Even in the case of the secular vassal treaty
between Zedekiah and Nebuchadnezzar, that Zedekiah will die in Babylon is
paralleled by Yahweh's bringing him there and judging him for his treason against
Yahweh himself. What happens in the human domain reflects what happens in the




Covenant and Retribution (II)
1. Introduction
In Chapter Two we have considered the relationship between covenant and
retribution (Ez 16, 17, 20) in the sense that the move from misdeed to its
consequence is mediated by the terms of the covenant. This chapter explores this
relationship further by noting the similarities between the covenant in the OT and
ancient Near Eastern treaties. The studies of Mendenhall, Baltzer, Weinfeld,
McCarthy and others have shown many similarities between them.1 Integral to the
treaty is the list of curses and blessings which serves as enforcement for the treaty.
Those who keep the treaty will be rewarded with blessings and those who break it
with curses. Regarding the prophetic materials, Mendenhall holds that there is a
general resemblance between the disasters announced in the judgements and the
threats in treaty curses. In greater detail ETillers examines the parallels found in the
prophetic books to the treaty curses. He concludes that the prophets often used
traditional curses in their judgement oracles, and this use was deliberate because of
the association of the curses with the covenant. This idea of curses and blessings
within the framework of a covenant plays an important role in explaining the kind of
language Ezekiel uses in some of his oracles of judgement and restoration.4 It is the
objective of this chapter to show that covenant plays a role in the idea of retribution
in that what has happened or will happen to Israel are realised or will-be-actualised
covenantal curses. By violating its covenant with Yahweh, Israel will suffer the
curses which are part and parcel of the covenant. Thus, the punishment is not random
but meted out according to the terms of the covenant.
2. Ezekiel and Lev 26
Lev 26:3-46 forms the epilogue to Lev 17-26, the so-called Holiness Code
(H).5 ft is composed of three sections — blessings (vv.3-13), curses (vv. 14-39),
1 Mendenhall 1954, 1955; Baltzer 1971b; Weinfeld 1972:116-129; McCarthy 1981. See also
Nicholson (1986:56-82) for a summary and critique.
2 Mendenhall 1962:720.
J Hillers 1964:88. See also Fensham (1962, 1963).
4 Cf. Raitt 1977:23.
5 The name "Heiligkeitsgesetz" was first coined in 1877 by Klostermann (1877).
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possibility for restoration (vv.40-45) — and a postscript (v.46).6 Lists of blessings
and curses following a collection of laws can be found elsewhere in the OT (e.g.
Dt 28) and in the ancient Near East in general (e.g. Code of Hammurabi).7 Such a list
is often found at the end of a treaty. In his study on Hittite treaties, Korosec shows
that a list of curses and blessings forms an integral part of a typical treaty.8 Hillers
shows further that treaties of a later time also contain curses and blessings.9 The
purpose of the list is to motivate treaty partners to keep to the terms of the treaty by
invoking the gods to act as witnesses to punish those who breach the treaty and to
reward those who keep it.10 Usually, curses are elaborated upon more than
blessings." In the case of Lev 26, the relationship between Yahweh and the Israelites
is summarised by the word JTHD ("covenant") which appears six times within the
chapter (vv.9, 15, 25, 42, 44, 45). In v. 15, the violation of the statutes, ordinances and
commandments is equivalent to the breaking the covenant. Thus, those statutes and
1 9
ordinances "are expressly oriented toward the 'covenant'", and they can be seen as
the terms of the covenant which the Israelites are admonished to keep. The blessings
and curses in Lev 26 then provide motivation for keeping the covenant. They serve
precisely the same function as those of ancient Near Eastern treaties.
Similarities in diction and themes between Ezekiel and Leviticus (in particular
Lev 26) have been noted by many scholars. The relationship between H and Ezekiel
is variously explained: H is dependent on Ezekiel,13 Ezekiel is dependent on H,14
both of them have the same source," or there is some mutual influence in their
growth.16 Some arrive at these explanations through positing a compositional history
for H and/or Ezekiel which admits of no consensus. While it is possible that both H
and Ezekiel have the same source, we tend to agree with scholars who hold that
Ezekiel is dependent on H on the basis of their close lexical links, having the same
sequence of blessings/curses, some theological considerations, and the general claim
that Ezekiel is a frequent quoter.17 Some of these will be considered below. In this
6
Hartley 1992:457; Budd 1996:360. Cf. Elliger 1966:363.
7 Driver and Miles 1955:95-107. For other examples, see Levine (1987a:32n.2).
8 Korosec 1931.
9 Hillers 1964:7-11. Cf. Levine 1989:283n. 1 to Excursus 11.
10 Barton (1998:84) regards the curses and blessings as future motivations for good conduct.
11 Hillers 1964:6, 33; Wenham 1979:328n.4; Levine 1987a: 10. Although, with reference to Lev 26,




E.g. Bertholet 1901:94; Herrmann 1924:XIX; Levine 1989:275-284; Grunwaldt 1999:348-365.
14





E.g. Kilian 1963:182-186; Zimmerli 1979:46-52; Sun 1992:256.
17 For the last point, see especially Burrows (1925).
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section we will give a list of lexical similarities between Ezekiel and Lev 26. This
provides the basic data for a close look at select passages from Ezekiel which show a
connection with Lev 26. Our concern is to show that by appropriating the curse
language from Lev 26 within the covenantal framework, Ezekiel actually argues that
Israel has suffered or will suffer the covenantal curses (expressed in Lev 26). Thus,
by violating the covenant Israel will meet its fate as decreed in the covenantal curses.
A list of similarities between Lev 26 and Ezekiel is given below in Table One.
The first column gives the chapter and verse of Ezekiel which has the same or similar
expression in Lev 26 which is given in column two. Some variations in phraseology
are given in parenthesis. Expressions unique to Leviticus and Ezekiel are marked
with an asterisk. The Appendix provides a rearrangement of these similarities
together with references outside Leviticus and Ezekiel.
Table One
Ez Lev 26
Chapter Verse Verse Expression
4 I0(biputoa baxn) 26a * bptcto nnb
16 26a Dnb-nua law
16 26a * bpula anb
17 39a,b * p»a j?pa
5 2(rrnb nit) 33a a'ua hit
2 33a * ■nnx ann p'nn
6 3a ibn rnpna
6 43 b * Dsufoa oxa
7 3a "|bn mpna
8 45b B'un TtfV
10 29a a^a bax
10(m*rbab HIT) 33a B'ua mi
i2(rrn~bab rrrr) 33a a-ma hit
12 33a * nnx ann p'an
14 3 la,33b(iTTI) napn in]
l5(+nnam) 28a nana (Yhwh's) (+no,>)
16 21b bv ic
16 26a nnb-nuQ natf
i7(nbao cf.6b(not) pxa aay ann
17 22a * rrn nbic'
17(famine & beast) 22a baW (beast)
17 25a * bj? am x'an
70
17(72V) 25b 727 17*7lV
6 3 25a * *7V 2717 8,217
3(728) 30a 77722 VBIV'TT
4(721V']) 30a a^an rrnnn
4 cf.30a * a,<77,7i...a,772 in]
4(D,mT0 aaiV) cf.31 a n'linpa aaiv
5 30a * a,*77*?]...a,7]s jn]
5(D'nnT0 27n,aiv'8) cf.3 la □'tVnpa aaiV
6(aatV) 30a mo2 vaiv'n
6(sm]) 30a a'jan nnan
6(3717 7'V) 31a,33b(rr>n) napn in]
8077*782 177T) 33a B'7J2 I77T
13 cf.30a * B1*77'?]...B,>7]D in]
13 31b im n'72
14(1173) 33b naaiv" H8 rrn
7 21 25b 7'2 in]
24(TV pxa V2iv) 19a * TV 178] 721V
8 18 28a nana (Yhwh's) (+70')
11 8 25a * *727 2717 8,217
9 25b 7'2 in]
12nVn a'pna) 3a 7*771 mpra
16(n7X7X3 ns) 33a B'772 7I7T
17(m*782 no) 33a B'7]2 7I7T
20 3a 7*771 mi?!72
20 12 covenant formula
12 717T) 33a a,7]2 717T
14 33a * nn8 27n pnn
15(1778783 177T) 33a B'7]2 7I7T
15(B,733 HD) 33a a,7]2 717T
18(eat with terror/fear) 5b(cf.26b) V21V*7 an*7 *728
19(eat with terror/fear) 5b(cf.26b) V2(V*7 an*7 *728
20(3717 TV) 31a,33b(nTI) 712717 in]
20 33b naaiV p8 rrn
13 10 43b * 1V27 iv
13(2x) 28a nana (Yhwh's) (+7D')
14 8 17a * 2 B'JS in]
11 12 covenant formula
13(famine) 22a * nana nnan
13 26a □nb-noa naiv
13(no 3) 40a 2 *7va Vva
15(T2Vn) 6b nvn n'n ,n2iv7i
71
15 cf.6b(not) PX3 732; 3in
15 (beast) 22a b2U> (beast)
15 33b hddu;' px H'H
16 33b noau; px np
17 6b(not) * PX3 73V 3in
17(sword) 22a * 7373 nP37
17 25a * bv 37n X'33
19(pestilence) 22a * 7373 n'737
19 25b 737 nbtb
21(nblV) 6b 3V7 3T! ,73iV3
21 22a * 7,n 7btv'
21(4 evils) 22a * 7373 n'737
21 25b 737 nbtv
15 7 17a * 3 D*33 173
soru) 33b 733U; pX 3'3
8(no 3) 40a 3 bV3 bV3
16 19 31b nn'3 rp73
39 25b T3 173
59 15b,44a 7'73 137
60 9b 7,73 □,p7
60 42a,45 7'73 73T
62 9b 7'73 Q1p7







19 15b,44a 7'73 737
20 40a 3 bV3 b2?3
18 9 ja 7b3 mpra
17 3a 7b7 mpra
24(no 3) 40a 3 bV3 b273
19 6 12a 7373 7^373
7(3711 T>27) 31a,33b(rrn) 337n ]73
20 1 3a 7b3 73pn3
3 3a 7b3 73pn3
9 45b D,333 '3*J?b
11 46a D'DStVS 173
13 (no 3) 43b t331V'33 DX3
14 45b 3,333 '3'Vb
16 3a 7b3 7ipn3
16 43b * t33lP33 DX3
I8(ibn □,pn3) 3a 7b3 7ipn3
72
19 3a ibn mpra
21 3a mpm
22 45b D'lan TXV
23(niX7X3 H7T) 33a □•>113 hit
23(D,i:3 ns) 33a □oao mi
24 15a * oxo nipno
25 46a D'DDttl'O 7173
27 40a 3 7>V0 Vvo
28 31b nrr: mn
33 28a non3 (Yhwh's) (+70')
34 28a nono (Yhwh's) (+70')
34(mX7X3 no) 33a anja hit
41 31b nrr: rra
4i(mnx3 no) 33a anas hit
41 45b 0'iin n'S?"?
21 36 25b 7'3 7173
22 15(niX7X3 7171) 33a □'133 niT
15(anj3 no) 33a D'133 HIT
16 45b □nan
20 28a non3 (Yhwh's) (+70')
23 9 25b t>3 7173
28 25b T3 7173
24 2i(y?n) 19a * T 37 pX3 73127
23 39a,b * 77273 ppO
25 4 11a * 3 131270 7173
13(Edom) 22a * H0H3 n'lon
13 3la,33b(rrn) nspn jn:
26 19(3717 tv) 31a,33b(rrn) 713717 in:
28 7(no nnx) 33a nnx 3717 pnn
14 12a 7in3 ibnnn
23 25b 737 nbtP
25(Q'0:7(3) no) 33a □,133 717T
25 45b □nan 'rvV
26 5b (PX3) 01337 3127''
29 8(sword and Egypt) 22a * non3 nnon
8 25a * by 3in xnn
9 33b now px Ti'n
10 31a,33b(rrn) 713717 in:
loom) 33b 7100121' px rrn
12(3711 7'27) 31a,33b(rrn) 713717 in:
12(01X7X3 HIT) 33a 0033 07T
73
I2(a'7ja ps) 33a CHlQ 177T
I2flro) 33b naaiv px nvr
i3(a,ovp) fiD) 33a □'inn 77T
15 17b 3 777
30 6(77') 19a * TV 17X7 731V'
7(3717 TV) 31a,33b(nTI) 73TI 1177
i i(no pnx) 33a PnX 3717 p'77
12(173717) 31a,33b(7'7) 73317 in:
12 32a * pX D231V' (hiphil)
14 32a * px 03127 (hiphil)
18(first two words) 13b bv 713723 73127
18(V31V) 19a * TV 17X1 731V'
23(mV7X3 77T) 33a □'7:3 77T
23(D,7J3 173) 33a CH:3 77T
25 25b 7,3 p:
26(n7V7X3 77T) 33a □'7:3 77T
26(D,1J3 f®) 33a □,7:3 77T
31 11 25b T3 p:
32 13(73X) 22a 7D73 n7D
15(1173) 33b 72:131V px 7'7
33 2 25a * bv 37n X'37
10(only pp<3) 39a,b 17V3 pp23
15 3a lb7 mpnn
28(V31V) 19a * TV 17X7 731V
28(1173) 33b 723131V' pX 7,7
29(1173) 33b 723231V" PX 7'7
34 4(nx) 17b 3 777
24 cf.12 covenant formula
25 5b (pX3) nt33V 31V'
25 6b * 7V7 7TI P31V7
25a 6b+9a n'73 + mbiv
260177777) 4a □nv3 □023)iv: in:
27 4b,20 *773' pxn p:
27 4b,20 * PD 771V7 rv in:
27(7,7) 5b (1"7X3) nt33b 31V'
27 13a to be servant
27 13b bV 713713 731V'
28 5b (px3) ntnb 3iV
28 6a npni: ox
30 cf.12 covenant formula
35 4(D,tV') 3 la,33b(rpn) 73317 in:
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7(]m) 33b noaiv' px hp
36 3 43b * iv'3i iv'
6 28a HDn3 (Yhwh's) (+70')
9-11 9a * 'n'mm...CD'bx 'n':o:
12(mountain) 22a VoiV' (beast)
13(mountain) 22a VoiV' (beast)
13 38b devour people
14(mountain) 22a boiv' (beast)
14 38b devour people
I9(mmx3 HIT) 33a 0'"U3 H7T
19(D'Ha flS) 33a D'113 H7T
27(7bn a'pra) 3a ibn mpnn
28 12 covenant formula
34 33b nnoiv px n'n
35(rrh7n any) 31a,33b(rrn) nopn in:
36 36a,39a 7X1V
38(ni37n ani?) 3ia,33b(rrn) nprt p:
37 23 12 covenant formula
26 6b+9a nno + mViv
26(only TPnim) 9a 'n'37m...D3'Vx 'n':s:
27(Vv + rnn) 11a o piv'D in:
27 . 12 covenant formula
38 8 5b (PX3) nuob out'
11 5b (pX3) nuob 3iV'
14 5b (PX3) ntnV 3iv''
23 45b □'•un 'rvb
39 6 5b (PX3) nU3b 31V'
23 25b 7'3 in:
23(no ^Vp) 40a 3 bvp Vvp
26 5b (PX3) nU3b 3IV'
26 6a 7'7nO 1'X
26 40a 3 bvp bVD
27 45b Q'un ':'vb
44 7 15b,44a n'73 7on
From Table One, the first cluster of curses can be found in Ez 4-6. Although
some references to Lev 26 can be found within Ez7-13, they are either general
expressions depicting the disobedience of the people (e.g. ibn D'prD Nb) or merely
isolated expressions. A second cluster of curses is found in Ez 14:12-23. Some
similarities to Lev 26 are detected in Ez 16, but in general they have less to do with
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the curses themselves and more with the word "covenant" (e.g. Ez 16:59-63). The
same can be said of Ez 17. A third cluster is in Ez 20 which concentrates on the
theme of disobedience, acting before the nations and scattering among the nations.
The rest of the oracles of judgement against Israel (Ez 21-24) contains only isolated
references. Within the oracles against the nations (Ez 25-32), lists of curses are found
mostly in Ez 28-30, i.e., in the oracles against Tyre and Egypt. In the oracles of
restoration (Ez 33-48), Ez 34:23-31 has a number of references to the blessings in
Lev 26. More are found in Ez 36; 37:23-28; 39:21-29.18 In the following, we will
deal with select passages in Ezekiel which contain a cluster of references to Lev 26.
We will look at their similarities more closely and the changes made by Ezekiel. Our
thesis is that Ezekiel employs the curses and blessings from Lev 26 to convey the
message that the curses have come or will certainly come upon the Israelites because
of their violation of the covenant, and that in the future restoration, God's blessings
will come to them in a covenantal relationship. In this understanding, the first part of
Ezekiel (chapters 1-24) is related to the third part (Ez 33-48) at least partly by the use
of the curses and blessings theme.19
3. Ez 4-6
3.1. Introductory Remarks
Ez 4-5 is a literary unit composed of a series of symbolic actions against
Jerusalem, although opinions differ as to whether Ez 3:22-27 or Ez 3:16-27 should be
90 • •/-»/-»
considered as its introduction. Basically it consists of four symbolic actions (4:1-3,
4-8, 9-17; 5:1-4) which begin with the same structural marker, i.e., iinxi followed by
an imperative to act (4:1, 4, 9; 5:1).21 The first interpretation 5:5-6 develops into an
oracle of judgement in 5:7-10. This is followed by a three-part proof saying in
5:11-13 composed of accusation, sentence and recognition formula. Two further
modified judgement oracles are in 5:14-15 and 16-17 which contain only
22 • •
announcements of punishment without giving any reason. While Ez 4-5 is confined
to Jerusalem, Ez 6 is concerned with the mountains of Israel. This is further extended
9T
to the four corners of the land in Ez 7. Ez 6 is a literary unit consisting of two
18 This observation nuances Boadt's claim that "most extensive parallels" between Lev 26 and
Ezekiel are found in "Ezekiel 4-7 and 34-37" (1992:719).
19 See Rendtorff (1993) for other connections.
20 For the former opinion, see Zimmerli (1979:154), Greenberg (1983a: 117). For the latter, see Allen
(1994:55).
21
Against Boadt (1986:188) who claims only three.
22 Hals (1989:31) explains this by pointing out that the emphasis of Ez4-5 is on the fact of




oracles, vv.2-10, 11-14. The beginnings of these two oracles are marked by the
messenger formula (vv.3, 11) and a divine command to perform some actions (vv.2,
11). Both of these are extended bipartite proof sayings, i.e., an announcement of
judgement with a closing recognition formula extended further with statements of
judgement.24
3.2. Ez 4
In Ez 4, the similarities to Lev 26 appear in vv. 16-17, the interpretation of a
symbolic action concerning a limited supply of food. If it is linked to the symbolic
action in 4:1-3, then it depicts the siege and exile diets. While some scholars regard
the section on exile (vv.12-15, especially v.13) as secondary,25 Block holds that the
dichotomy between siege and exile is artificial and suggests the following chiastic
structure:26 A: Siege diet (4:9-11); B: Exilic diet (4:12); B': Interpretation of the
exilic diet (4:13); A': Interpretation of the siege diet (4:16-17). The section 4:12-15
on unclean food will be dealt with in a later chapter. Here we will concentrate on
vv.9-11, 16-17.
The symbolic action consists of the making of bread from different grains and
vegetables (v.9), and the rationing of food and water (vv.10-11). The interpretation of
this act, given in vv.16-17, is that food and water will be scarce. More importantly,
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the scarcity is the result of Yahweh's action for he will break the staff of bread in
Jerusalem so that food and water will be scarce. The use of the word bpttfo in
connection with the rationing of food is found within the Bible only in Lev 26:26 and
Ez4:10. And the phrase Qnb~ntJQ "DC?" is found only in Lev 26:26; Ez4:16: 5:16;
9R
14:13; Ps 105:16. Ez 4:16 closely resembles Lev 26:26, but restricts the breaking of
staff of bread to Jerusalem, and adds i"Utn (fearfulness) and fl&fttZ? (dismay). The
relationship of v. 16 to v. 17 is not immediately clear due to the use of ] 270*7. The usual
9Q
sense of "in order that"" is strange after v. 16 which already states the scarcity of
food and water and also the people's state of mind. Greenberg's opinion that it
TO
should mean "so [= with the result] that" is forced. It is better to read v. 17 as the
24 Hals 1989:37-38.
23 Herrmann 1924:31; Wevers 1969:56; Zimmerli 1979:149-150, 170.
26 Block 1997:169.
27 On the use of Hit! plus a participle to refer to an imminent or sure-to-happen event, see GKC
§116p and J.-M. §121e.






completion of what Yahweh begun in v. 16. That is to say, D31J7D Ip&n also belongs
to Yahweh's purpose apart from his reducing the food supply and that each one be
appalled.
The phrase Dllin j?i?& (niphal) occurs only in Ez 4:17; 24:23 and Lev 26:39. In
Leviticus it describes the fate of the exiles in the land of their enemies while in
Ez 4:17 it refers to the fate of those who are in a famine situation in Jerusalem. The
verb j?pfo refers to festering of wounds (Ps 38:6) or the decomposition of flesh
(Zech 14:12). It therefore denotes the "slow but steady erosion of people's lives".
The preposition 1 in WISH is rendered as "in",33 "because of',34 or "(caused) by".35
While the first translation is more literal, the second and the third give a better link
between ppO and 01117, i.e., that the Jerusalemites will waste away is due to their pI7.
This meaning of 3 in pin is also attested elsewhere in Ezekiel (e.g. 18:17, 18, 19,
20; 39:23). The word pi? has different meanings: iniquity, guilt, or punishment.36
■37
Here almost unanimously the translation is "iniquity/guih/5c/w/<i". Whether one
adopts the meaning of "because of' or "(caused) by" for 0, its combination with
pI7 as iniquity or guilt points to a punishment from Yahweh. Thus, vv.16-17 not only
mention the coming intervention of Yahweh, but also regard it as his punishing
action.
The presence of phrases unique to Ez 4:16-17 and Lev 26 points to an
intertextual relationship. The restriction of the curses to Jerusalem and the
explanation of "break the staff of bread" in Ez5:16; 14:13 as famine demonstrate
TO
that Ezekiel is dependent on Lev 26. Granted that, the punishment of Yahweh as
described in Ez 4:16-17 is linked to the series of covenantal curses in Lev 26. That is
to say, "the siege is to be Yahweh's punishment of Israel for breaking their covenant
TQ
with him by failing to honor its terms". The threat in Lev 26 will soon become
31 Zimmerli 1979:150; Allen 1994:51n.l7a; Block 1997:189. Another possibility is to read v.17 as




33 Keil 1876a:78; Zimmerli 1979:150; Greenberg 1983a:99; Pohlmann 1996:79.
j4 Herrmann 1924:29; van den Born 1954:44; Auvray 1957:44; Fuhs 1984:36; Brownlee 1986:74;
Hartley 1992:453; Block (1997:139), who more specifically takes it as 3 pretti (i.e., 3 of price paid
or exchanged).
j5 Allen 1994:48. Cf. Aalders 1955:105 ("veroorzaken").
36 BDB 730-731; HALOT800.
j7 A notable exception is NRSV which reads "punishment". In addition, note that while RSV/NRSV
and Fohrer (1955:29) consistently render fl27 in 4:4-8 as "punishment" (cf. Brownlee 1986:59),
most scholars have the translation "iniquity/gni 1 t/Schuld\
j8 Cf. Reventlow 1962:24-25; Milgrom 1997:60-61; against Levine (1989:281).
39 Allen 1994:70. Cf. Block 1997:189.
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reality. And it is a even more harsh reality. The wasting away will not happen in the
exile as in Lev 26, but even earlier in the siege of Jerusalem.
3.3. Ez 5
In Ez 5:1-4 Ezekiel is told to shave some hair and divide it into three parts as a
symbolic action. He has to burn the first one-third, strike the second third with a
sword, take some from last third and scatter the rest. This is followed by a series of
judgement oracles in vv.5-17.
The passage 5:5-17 has been examined in some detail by Kriiger. He discerns
four epochs in the text: (1) Yahweh's original action on Jerusalem; (2) Israel's guilty
action; (3) the judgement action of Yahweh; and (4) the aftermath of the completion
of Yahweh's action. Yahweh's original action consists in placing Jerusalem in the
midst of the nations (v.5). Then v.6 refers to Jerusalem's breaking of statutes and
ordinances. The connection between vv.5 and 6, according to Krtiger, can be seen by
considering Is 2:2-4 and Mi 4:1-4 which show a link between the spatial position of
Jerusalem and its legal dimension. Decisive for his argument is that Jerusalem
appears sometimes as a singular feminine entity and sometimes as plural masculine.
The former refers to Jerusalem as a local unit and the latter a social unit.40 This
"mythical" unity of the local and social dimensions belongs to Zion theology. The
purpose of the judgement oracles in 5:5-17 is to break up this unity. Even if the
mythical unity can be broken by the misconduct of the people, "erfordert der
Ubergang von der Analyse zur Prognose, vom Schuldaufweis zur
Gerichtsanktindigung, weitere Regeln, wenn das angektindigte Eingreifen Jahwes
nicht nur als moglich, sondern ... als notwendig oder mindestens wahrscheinlich
erscheinen soil".41 Further consideration leads Krtiger to conclude that the human
action and divine intervention is correlated in a covenant relation so that Jerusalem's
violation of the statutes and ordinances brings about the covenantal curses.42 The
covenant context serves as the backbone for this oracle.
The combination of D'DDUfo ("ordinances") and mpn ("statutes") in v.6a is
found mostly in the Priestly source whereas CPUDtf'O with □,pn appears more often in
40 Whether this is true needs further support. At least in 5:6a Jerusalem as "she" and therefore a local
unit is said to rebel against Yahweh's ordinances and statutes. This rebellious action should more
appropriately be said of Jerusalem as "they" as in 5:6b. Also, the use of both the singular and plural
forms in 5:12 does not seem to warrant a strict differentiation in the denotation of these forms.
Equally problematic is Kruger's interpretation of 5:5 that Jerusalem is at the geometric centre of
the world with nations surrounding it. Talmon (1978:438) holds that expressions like linn, mpn
and "3 "simply indicate the position of an object within a certain perimeter ... without necessarily
referring to a geometrical or cosmic center".
41




Deuteronomy.43 The rejection of these is expressed by the phrases 10NO "'DDlZfoD and
□rn IDbrnKb THpn in v.6b. The first phrase appears only in Lev 26:43 and Ez 5:6;
20:16 (without D in 20:13). The second phrase is found more often. While Kruger
regards the plural (masculine) verbal form as deliberately chosen to represent the
activity of the Jerusalemites,44 some take this as one of the many cases in which
Ezekiel quotes from Leviticus.4'2 In addition, we may point out that the absence of
Lev 26:43b(3 in Ez 5:6 where it is expected to be found is but one example of the
trend that primitive idioms are increasingly dropping out of usage. The point is that
"the background underlying Lev. xxvi is definitely earlier here than that of Ez".46
Thus, v.6b, which resembles Lev 26:15 and is the reversal of Lev 26:3, refers to the
violation of covenant stipulations.47 The premise for the dispensing of curses is
satisfied.
In Ez 5:7, the second person plural is found instead of the third person plural in
v.6. The shift is probably occasioned by a move from presenting the accused with a
summary of the charges in vv.5-6 to speaking directly to the accused in what follows.
That is, a move from the past conduct to the present judgement.48 The violation of
the statutes and ordinances is again put forward in the accusation (— note the use of
m-
The punishment is announced in v.8 by the use of the formula fby
followed by Dl. Humbert calls the first formula the "challenge formula"
("Herausforderungsformel") which might have its origin in a challenge-to-a-duel.49 It
almost always has a threatening sense and refers to a threat in the near but not distant
future.50 The second expression is typical of an announcement of punishment
expressing correspondence especially in retribution.51 The phrase "in the sight of the
nations" occurs otherwise in Ezekiel in basically two contexts.52 First, Yahweh's
43 Weinfeld 1972:337. Cf. Matties 1990:178.
44
Kruger 1989:78.
45 Reventlow 1962:7-9; Greenberg 1983a:l 11; Rooker 1990:62; Allen 1994:73.
46 Hurvitz 1982:104-107; quotation from p.107.
47 In this connection, we may cite Gerstenberger's opinion on covenant and law (1965:146): "Aber
„Nichthalten der Gebote" meint sofort und radikal: Bruch, Auflosung des Bundesverhaltnisses. Der
Bund manifestiert sich in den Geboten. Die Gebote, im Kontext des Bundes verstanden, sind
Ausdruck der personalen Beziehung, des personalen Treueverhaltnisses". Similarly, Hillers
(1969:130) also remarks that DDUft) is a "common term for the legal norms demanded by the
covenant". Hence, the violation of UDIC'O means the breaking of a covenant. See also Block
(1997:199).




52 See further Reventlow (1959) and Joyce (1989:95-97) on the expression.
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name is not to be profaned before the nations. Second, Yahweh gathers Israel from
the nations/Egypt and display his holiness before the nations/Egypt.54 In the case of
Lev 26:45, it is used in the second context. Here in v.8, the punishing of Israel before
the nations is more connected with the first context. While in 20:9, 14, 22 Yahweh
does not want his name to be profaned before the nations by leaving Israel
unpunished, here he asserts that he will execute punishment on Jerusalem before the
nations. Thus, it is only here that the nations will witness God's punishment of
Jerusalem.55
The concrete punishments are found especially in vv.10, 12, 14-15 and 16-17;56
The cannibalism mentioned in v. 10 often appears in ancient Near Eastern treaty
curses.57 It can also be found elsewhere in the Bible in situations of cities under siege
(e.g. Dt 28:53-57; 2 Kg 6:28-29; Jer 19:9; Lam 2:20; 4:10). It also aligns with the
curse found in Lev 26:29a. Ezekiel, however, expands this to a two-sided
••• • • • S& •
cannibalism, i.e., parents eating children and children eating parents, in order to
illustrate the extraordinary action of Yahweh (v.9). The phrase m"l~bDb ... TPTP
(v. 10b) reappears with little change in v. 12 (mvbDV mTX). This echoes the curse
rriTX DDDX in Lev 26:33a while the use of HTl in Ezekiel "was dictated by the
symbolism of the context".59
V.12 refers back to and interprets the symbolic action in 5:1-4, and at the same
time, it makes clear that the symbolic action represents the punishing action of
Yahweh by the use of the first personal singular forms.60 In v.12 the phrase
nTYbDV mTX is followed by the phrase DITTX fix Dim which is unique to Ezekiel
and Leviticus. Moreover, this sequence is found only again in Ez 5:2; 12:14 (cf.
Jer 9:15) and Lev 26:33. It is interesting to note that while the subject of the
scattering is Ezekiel (in the symbolic action) in 5:2, it is Yahweh in 5:10, 12 and
12:14; and the subject of unsheathing the sword is only Yahweh in 5:2, 12; 12:14.
Thus, in the case of 5:2, there is an intrusion of Yahweh's own action within a
command to Ezekiel to perform a sign action. This intrusion has been taken as a
gloss or later addition.61 But it can also be seen as a quotation from Lev 26:33 with
minimal changes (from second person plural suffix to third person plural),
53
20:9, 14, 22; 22:16.
54
20:9, 41; 28:25; 36:23; 38:23; 39:27.





Milgrom 1997:61. This may also be due to Ezekiel's casuistic style (cf. 3:16-21; 18).
59 Allen 1994:95.
60 Pohimann 1996:100.
61 Herrmann 1924:29; Cooke 1936:58; Fohrer 1955:33; Wevers 1969:57; Zimmerli 1979:151.
62
Greenberg 1983a: 109; Rooker 1990:61-62; Allen 1994:71.
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especially when the same sequence of "scatter-unsheathe the sword" is observed.
Lastly, the combination of 7D7 and Din here is also found in Lev 26:25 as
punishment of those who breach the covenant.
In v.14 nmnb -pnxi finds a parallel in Lev 26:31 ((73*1(7 DSnirnX Tirm) or
Lev 26:33 (nmn TTP □3,*H?1). The expression rmn(^) (D3 is almost unique to
Ezekiel and Leviticus.64 All these expressions refer to the desolation of a city/cities
although the word nmn can also be applied to countries (e.g. Ez 25:13; 29:20). Here,
not only the siege but also the destruction of the city is envisaged. The word noUTD in
v.15 may reflect n&OU? in Lev 26:33 by sharing the same root DOIP.65
A number of parallels occur in vv.16-17. The combination IC and *717, with the
former an independent verb, means "add something to something" or "to increase in
size or number".66 It occurs quite often in the Bible but only in Ez5:16ba and
Lev 26:21 (cf. Dt 32:23; Jer45:3) is Yahweh its subject while referring to the
multiplication of disasters. Both texts also have the same While the
combination is used more generally to refer to God's sevenfold punishment in
Leviticus, it is used specifically to refer to famine in Ezekiel.67 The second person
plural masculine form in v. 16ba differs from the third person plural masculine form
in v,16aa (3(73). Some therefore propose to emend DTD to ODD.68 However, v.l6aa is
probably dependent on Dt 32:23-24.69 These texts have similar contexts and the
words in, 'Xn and 317*1 are found in both texts. Interestingly, the persons to whom
God's arrows are directed are "they", expressed by CD in Dt 32:23 and also "they",
expressed by Di"D in Ez 5:16. This supports the view that Ezekiel is dependent on the
Deuteronomic text but not the reverse. The "breaking the staff of bread" recalls the
curse in Lev 26:26. It is closer (than Ez 4:16) to Lev 26:26 by the use of QDb (which
is absent in Ez 4:16).
In v. 17 the sending of animals (rTT? nblZ7) which bereave (VDtZ?)70 echoes
Lev 26:22 except that the piel instead of the hiphil of nbli? is used in Ezekiel.71 The
6j Peels (1995:106) argues that the phrase ms Dpi, which means "the vengeance foribecause of the
covenant", indicates that vengeance is the fitting response to the breaking of a covenant. Budd
(1996:370) suggests that the phrase "has the sense of taking action against a breach of faith and
loyalty".
64 The exception is Jer 25:18.
65 Cf. Kriiger 1989:97.
66 Andre 1990:121, 123.
67 The LXX has a minus of v. 16a(3ba. The plus in MT is generally taken as a gloss explaining
v.l6aa. E.g. Hitzig 1847:39; Zimmerli 1979:153; Allen 1994:54.
68 Bertholet 1936:20; Zimmerli 1979:153; cf. BHS apparatus.
69
Greenberg 1983a: 116; Allen 1994:77; Block 1997:213.
70 The LXX has upcopfiaopai cte ("I will take vengeance on you") for "ibDUh. This happens also in
14:15. Most scholars retain the MT and even Cornill (1886:207) regards the LXX as a free
translation.
82
phrase bi? Din X^Il is unique to Lev 26:25 and Ezekiel. In Lev 26:25 the threat of
the sword leads the people to withdraw to the cities, but then a pestilence comes to
them, and enemies are allowed to take the city. In 5:12, Ezekiel works from
Jerusalem to its immediate vicinity and then further outwards. There is famine and
pestilence within the city, the sword in its vicinity and then they are scattered to the
nations. It looks as if the famine and pestilence would force the people to escape
from the city, but then they will be struck by the sword and scattered. In 5:17 a
72
summary is given of all four punishments: wild animals, famine, pestilence and the
sword, all of which can be found in Lev 26:22 (wild animals), 25-26 (famine,
pestilence and sword). This occurs also in Ez 14:21. Elsewhere only the trio of
famine, pestilence and sword or the wild animals is found. Thus, it seems more
likely that Ezekiel is using the Leviticus text by putting these punishments together.
The similarities in both ideas and diction between Ez 5 and Lev 26:21, 22, 25,
26, 29, 31, 33, 43, 45 point to a close relationship between them. From the above
observations, it is more likely that Ezekiel is dependent on Leviticus.74 The rejection
of God's statutes in 5:6 shows that the premise for God's curses is satisfied
(Lev 26:15) and so God is justified in meting out the curses. Allen is then right to say
that "[tjhere is a deliberate historicizing of the phases of deterrent curses in terms of
an imminent catastrophe".75 For Ezekiel, God's punishing actions directed to the
people for their breach of the covenant are actualised curses known to the Israelites.
Thus, "the judgement that will befall Jerusalem is neither arbitrary nor unfair"76 but
is retribution in the strict sense of the word.
3.4. Ez 6
In Ez 6:2 bx □''3D □''IP may be an allusion to D (Lev 26:17) which is
unique to Leviticus and Ezekiel. Reventlow argues that the two phrases are
interchangeable. First, the verb 1D2 in the formula appearing in Lev 20:3, 6 is
replaced by □"'itf in Lev 20:5 without any apparent change in meaning. A similar
phenomenon can be found in Ez 15:7a (]ri2) and 15:7b (□''&'). Second, the fni
formula occurs in Ez 14:8.77 This seems reasonable except that in both Lev 20:5 and
71 See Hilleis (1964:54-56) and Wachter (196 /: 140-145) for the theme in extra-biblical treaties.
72 Cooke (1936:62), followed by Allen (1994:77), takes D7t 737 as a hendiadys, meaning "a fatal
plague".
73
E.g. Jer 14:12; 21:7, 9; 24:10; Ez 5:12; 6:11, 12; 7:15. Cf. 2 Sam 24:13
74







Ez 15:7b, the preposition D is used instead of Vx (bi7). In addition, we note that both
• 70
phrases seem to be used in a hostile sense.
The addressee of the oracle is the mountains of Israel (bXTiy "HI"!). This phrase
appears 16 times in Ezekiel and only in him.79 Its reference admits of two
fif)
possibilities. First, it denotes only the highlands and mountainous area of Israel.
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Second, it refers to the whole land of Israel. The latter option is more likely because
the four-fold addressee given in v.3boc (mountains, hills, ravines and valleys) shows
that not just the highlands are intended (cf. 36:4). That the same combination in 36:6
is used in parallel to bxity D&7X further supports this interpretation. As to its
connotation, two aspects can be discerned. First, it emphasises the difference between
07
the Babylonian plains and the more mountainous area of Israel. Second, it connotes
the places where "Israel has defiled itself with false worship". A polemic against
sacrifices (LOT) on the mountains can be found first in Hos 4:13, and later in Dt 12:2
84and Is 65:7. Accompanying these sacrifices is the eating of the meat of the
sacrificial animal.8? This seems to be the reference of the phrase 0,"inrT *727 bDX,86
87found only in Ez 18:6, 11,15 and 22:9. That in these Ezekielian texts the action of
eating on the mountains is given a negative evaluation shows that Ezekiel is
following the tradition of condemning such an illegitimate practice. Ez 6:13 supports
this understanding. According to Weinfeld, Ez 6:13 combines the traditions of Hosea
00
(4:13) and Deuteronomy (12:2). If so, then "mountains of Israel" is chosen by
Ezekiel in this case probably because of its connotation of false worship. This
explains why some curses which have to do with false worship in Lev 26 are used by
Ezekiel here.
78 Levine 1989:185; Hartley 1992:464. The phrase O'JD D'(P occurs nine times in Ezekiel (6:2; 13:17;
21:2, 7; 25:2; 28:21; 29:2; 35:2; 38:2; cf. 15:7) and always in an oracle of judgement. See also
Cooke (1936:68), Cooper (1994:107n.55), Block (1997:34-35), against Aalders (1955:124).
79
6:2, 3; 19:9; 33:28; 34:13, 14; 35:12; 36:l(2x), 4, 8; 37:22; 38:8; 39:2, 4, 17. The variation
*7X1(2" DUO coin is found only in Ez 17:23; 20:40; 34:14. The singular "mountain of Israel"
occurs in Jos 11:16, 21.
80 Herrmann 1924:43; Taylor 1969:88; Greenberg 1983a: 130; Allen 1994:86.
81 Keil 1876a:94; Wevers 1969:60; Talmon 1978:433; Zimmerli (1979:185) regards it as a synonym
for *7X1(2" ntDIX; Alexander 1986:775; Hals 1989:39; Vawter and Hoppe 1991:51; Block
1997:221.
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Greenberg 1983a: 130; Allen 1994:86; Block 1997:221. Note that Israel was known as the people
of the mountains (cf. 1 Kg 20:23, 28). See Becker (1971:27).
83 Boadt (1986:190), citing 6:13; 18:6, 11; 22:9; 32:5-6 as support. But he omits 18:15. And 32:5-6




86 Zimmerli 1979:380; Matties 1990:164; Allen (1994:274), citing 1 Sam 9:12-13 as support.
87 Cf. LXX of Lev 19:26.
88 Weinfeld 1972:366.
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The phrase inn X'Dfc 'JX in v.3a (like 5:17) is undoubtedly connected to
OQ
Lev 26:25 as noted above. The use of 'IX is emphatic, indicating the role of
God. The action of God is spelled out further. In v.3b God will destroy90 the high
places (D3'm03 TTDXI) which echoes Lev 26:30aoc, (DD'n&rrnx 'motfm). Ezekiel
may have replaced with 7DX which he uses more often.91 In Ez 6:4aa,
MTlirOTO "lQUfrl lacks a counterpart in Lev 26. The inclusion of the altars here may
have to do with its natural association with the cultic high places (DIM) on the one
hand92 and with the incense altars (D'lDn)93 on the other hand.94 The plural form of
H3TO occurs 54 times in the OT. With a few exceptions it is used in the context of
idol worship." Outside Ezekiel, when it is qualified by a plural suffix, it appears only
in the context of idol worship.96 The same holds also for Ezekiel (6:4, 5, 6, 13).
The parallel goes further in v.4a(3b and Lev 26:30aa2|3:
□D'Vfa ms-^s nanas-nx 'nnn nm&rrnx 'mam Lev 26:30aa2p
''ID'? QD'bbn Tlbsm DD'IDn TDtfn Ez 6:4a[3b
97Both texts mention the destruction of the incense altars (□'IDfl) and the laying of
dead bodies before the idols (□'Vlbl).98 In the case of Ezekiel, there is a change in the
addressee in v.4b, from the mountains to the Israelites.99 The sins of the mountains
are actually the sins of the inhabitants. Instead of DD'UD in Lev 26:30, Ezekiel
employs DD'bbn. The word bbn occurs 35 times in Ezekiel (of which 25 occurrences
are plural) and refer to those slain in battle, murdered or executed, and wounded.100 It
is often connected with the sword, meaning slain by the sword.101 Thus, the use of
89
It occurs only in Ez 6:3; 34:11, 20 in the OT. For its emphatic function, see GKC §135e, Muraoka
(1985:62, 139).
90 The LXX has koci fe^okeGpeuOfiaetai, implying TDtO. This is probably an assimilation to the
plural form in v.4. See Allen (1994:82). Cf. Zimmerii 1979:179. Against Cornill (1886:208),
Herrmann (1924:41).
91
72N occurs 14 times in Ezekiel but *TOU7' only four times.
92 Zimmerii 1979:186.
9> The word □,tOn occurs only eight times in the OT (Lev 26:30; Is 17:8; 27:9; Ez 6:4, 6; 2 Chr 14:4;
34:4, 7). It designates probably a cultic object connected with the altar. It is often taken as the
incense altars which are placed as an ornament on the great altar of burnt offering. E.g. Aalders
1955:125; Taylor 1969:90; Wevers 1969:60; Eichrodt 1970:94; Zimmerii 1979:186; Greenberg
1983a: 132; Nielsen 1986:45; Levine 1989:188; Hartley 1992:467; Allen 1994:87.
94 Is 17:8; 27:9; 2 Chr 34:4, 7.
95 Possible exceptions are Nu 3:31; 23:1,4, 14,29; 1 Kg 19:10,14. Cf. Dohman 1997:224.
96 Ex 34:13; Dt 7:5; 12:3; Jdg 2:2; Jer 17:1, 2; Hos 10:2,8; 12:12; 2 Chr 34:5.
97 The word TQttfil in Ez 6:4a(3b is not attested in LXX. But Kraetzschmar (1900:65) holds that it is
needed for the parallelism and Zimmerii (1979:179) explains its absence as a case of simplification
of the Hebrew text.
98 D,VlVj occurs 48 times in the OT of which 39 times appear in Ezekiel. Bodi (1993) provides a
detailed discussion of the word.
99 Smend 1880:37; Zimmerii 1979:186; Allen 1994:87-88.
100 Eissfeldt 1950. Cf. Dommershausen 1980:418-420; Block 1997:227.
101
E.g. 21:19; 28:23; 30:4, 11,24.
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this word is occasioned by the context, i.e., God's bringing of his sword. That the
slain (bbn) should fall (*?D3) is common both within and without Ezekiel.103 Here the
hiphil of is used to stress the role of God in bringing down the slain before their
idols.104 Thus, although the niphal forms are used in v.4a, the first person verbal
forms in vv.3b and 4b clearly demonstrate that the agent of all these destructions is
God.
V.5a provides a closer parallel to Lev 26:30 than v.4b.105 It serves as an
explanation for v.4b, making explicit that the second person suffixes in v.4b refer not
to the mountains but to the Israelites.106 The word □D'HJD of Lev 26:30 is replaced by
bXhty "'ID and consequently there is a change from the second person suffix of
to the third person suffix in Ez 6:5a. Moreover, the use of corpses in v.5a
provides a better parallel to the bones in v.5b,107 which, however, has no parallel in
Lev 26. To scatter their bones before the idols serves two purposes. The first is to
1 OR
deny burial, and this would "mar the future of the dead". Although not mentioned
in Lev 26, non-burial is taken as a curse.109 The second is to pollute the cultic
places.110 A similar instance can be found in 2 Kg 23:14 (cf. vv.16, 20). Thus, the
people can find no favour before their idols which are powerless to relieve them of
their disaster.111
While the punishment in vv.3-5 is centred on the high places, idolaters and
idols, it is extended to their locations in v.6. The expression "in all your settlements"
(□DTTQltflfc bDD) is a priestly expression112 not found in Lev 26. While Lev 26:31
has "cities" and "sanctuaries" in parallel, Ez 6:6 has "cities" and "high
places" in parallel. The noun rain is used of cities in Lev 26:31 (also 26:33) and its
cognate verb HiDinn is used also of cities in Ez 6:6. While the sanctuaries in
102 Cf. Zimmerii 1979:187.
103
E.g. Dt 21:1; Jdg 9:40; 1 Sam 17:52; Jer 51:4, 47; Ez 6:7; 28:23; 30:4; 35:8.
104 Cf. Ez 32:12.
105 That v.5a is not attested in the LXX and the anomalous third person suffix is used cause many
scholars to regard v.5a as a gloss depending on Lev 26:30. E.g. Heinisch 1923:49; Herrmann
1924:41; Cooke 1936:69; Simian 1974:117-118; Zimmerii 1979:179; Greenberg 1983a: 132;
Brownlee 1986:95; Allen 1994:82. Fohrer (1955:37) differs from them in taking it as a gloss from
Jer 8:1-2. However, its absence in the LXX can be seen as a result of homoioteleuton (Aalders
1955:125; Block 1997:220). The third person suffix can be a reference to )>X'W> '33 (Becker
1976:136).
106 Aalders 1955:125; Greenberg 1983a: 132; Brownlee 1986:97; Allen 1994:82. Cf. Smend 1880:37.
107 Becker 1976:136.
108
Toy 1899:107. Cf. Kraetzschmar 1900:66.
109 See Hillers (1964:68-69) and Fensham (1987:59-60) for examples in ANE treaties and OT.
110 Kraetzschmar 1900:66. Cf. Wevers 1969:60.
111 Greenhill 1645-67:155-156.
112
E.g. Lev 3:17; 7:26; 23:3, 14, 17, 21, 31. See also Reventlow (1962:30n.l44), Greenberg
(1983a: 132), Allen (1994:88).
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Lev 26:31 are the object of DD1Z7' (hiphil), the high places in Ez 6:6 are the subject of
nJ&tf'n, derived from the rare form DUb,113 also meaning "to be desolate".114
Ezekiel's use ofmOD instead ofD'UHpa is not haphazard. Among the 30 occurrences
ofUHj?Q in Ezekiel, only twice is it plural (21:7; 28:18).11:1 While the plural in 21:7 is
a plural of extension,116 that in 28:18 refers to Tyre's sanctuaries. In the other 28
occurrences, the singular form refers to either the Jerusalem temple or the future
temple.117 Thus, Ezekiel's replacement of in Lev 26:31 with JYliDS in Ez 6:6
is based on a theological consideration. Introduced by j570*7, which has a
•118 • _
consequential meaning, v.6b further mentions the destruction of altars, idols and
incense altars. It should be noted that the destruction of the idols, which is mentioned
here for the first time, has no counterpart in Lev 26. Following Lev 26, Ezekiel
demonstrates in vv.4-5 the impotence of the idols to protect their worshippers. But
Ezekiel goes a step further by stating explicitly the destruction of the idols
themselves. The slain are again mentioned in v.7a. It provides an inclusion to v.6aoc,
"so that the loss of human life is widened from shrines to cities".119 Like 5:17 where
the four agents of God's punishment are put together, 6:6b-7a summarises together
the total destruction of everything and everyone involved in the illegitimate worship.
Vv.1-7 which constitute the first part of the oracle of this chapter indicate that
cultic deviation is the reason for God's punishment. No explicit terminology on the
idea of cultic purity or impurity is found. Instead, idolatry is seen as the violation of
the covenant between Yahweh and the Israelites. Curses related to idol worship in
Lev 26 are employed and expanded here to show that the breaking of the covenant in
terms of illegitimate worship will be repaid with curses mentioned before (i.e., the
destruction of the high places, altars, idols, incense altars, places of worship and the
idolaters). It is interesting to note, as pointed out by Allen, that within this oracle, the
links between Ez 6 and Lev 26 "move consecutively through the catalogue of curses"
in Lev 26.120
Another series of curses is found in 6:13-14 which forms the conclusion of the
second oracle. This second oracle begins in v.l 1 with Yahweh commanding Ezekiel
to perform three actions concerning the house of Israel — strike with a hand, stamp
"J Cooke 1936:74. There is no need to repoint it as if from DDU7 (cf. BHS apparatus) since the root
DIP'"' is also attested in Ez 12:19; 19:7.
114 BDB445.
115 Thrice ifwe include 7:24 where the rare □rPCHpi? is often repointed as DrPlZHi???.
116
Greenberg (1997:419), citing W.-O'C. §7.4.lc and Konig (1895-97:§260f) as support.
117 The exception is 11:16 where Yahweh himself becomes a sanctuary to the exiles.
118




his foot, and say "Aha". This is followed by the triad sword, famine and pestilence
which is first found in Ez 5:12 as punishment applied to Jerusalem but now extended
to the house of Israel. V.13aft recapitulates vv.4-5 and seems to combine the ideas of
the presence of the slain before the idols and the scattering around the altars. Here the
altars are said to be found everywhere, expressed by means of two pairs of parallel
lines: on every high hill and on all mountain tops, under every green tree and under
I2|
every leafy oak. These are the places where the people offer pleasing odour
Oirn m) to all their idols. The expression nrP3 m, found often in P to describe
God savouring the sacrifices, has in Ezekiel almost exclusively a negative
connotation, related to pagan worship (6:13; 16:19; 20:28). Only in 20:41 is it used
positively where it appears metaphorically in the context of a future restoration,
referring to the people as a pleasing odour. Hurvitz regards this as a tendency to
avoid describing God in anthropomorphic terms, thus implying that the Ezekielian
• 122
text is later than the Levitical one. This can also be seen as an intensification of the
curses in Lev 26 from Yahweh's conditional rejection of the "pleasing odour"
(Lev 26:31) to unconditional rejection since it is associated with idolatry and is
therefore rejected per se. In v. 14 the devastation of the land harks back to
Lev 26:32a, 33b. The combination of the cognate terms and rtfal£7D has a
i -yi
superlative sense, meaning total devastation. The comprehensiveness of
destruction is further expressed by "in all the settlements", and "from the wilderness
to Riblah",124 i.e., from south to north. Thus, no place can escape God's destruction.
In 6:11-14, the references to Lev 26 also follow the sequence in the chapter
(26:30a, 31b, 32a, 33b). An intensification of the sense of the curses in Lev 26 is
found not only in the change in meaning of the phrase nrP3 m, but also in the
sixfold use of *73, qualifying the locations of idolatry (four times in v. 13 and once in
v.14) and the idols. Despite such an intensification, the text shows clearly that God
1:1 The second and fourth phrases are absent in the LXX. Some therefore regarded these as a later
insertion (e.g. Wevers 1969:61; Zimmerli 1979:181). But Cornill (1886:210-211) retains them.
Greenberg (1983a: 136), followed by Allen (1994:83, 90), regards these as an innovative
adaptation from familiar phrases. Block (1997:236) holds that the LXX simplifies the MT.
122 Hurvitz 1982:53-58. But see Blenkinsopp (1996:513) for a different opinion.
123 GKC §133 1, followed by Kraetzschmar (1900:70), Greenberg (1983a: 137) and Block (1997:236).
124 There are two textual problems concerning nn'xn 7370ft. First, scholars agree almost
unanimously that there is a 7/7 error associated with nrftm. Second, there are basically two
exegetical options regarding the meaning of the phrase. The first one is to keep the Masoretic
accentuation and take the phrase a comparative, i.e., "more than the wilderness of Riblah". E.g.
Ehrlich 1912:22. The second one is to vocalise the first word as an absolute, i.e., 73700, and
render it as "from (the) wilderness to Riblah". Both have problems. The first option needs to
account for the 7-directive, whereas the second lacks a definite article. But this lack of a definite
article can be a case of poetic style and Smend (1880:40) finds similar cases in prose. This option
is taken up by most scholars.
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maintains his covenant in the sense that the breaking of the covenant will evoke
1 9S
God's reprisal according to the curses of the covenant. God's retribution is not
arbitrary, but keeps to the terms of the covenant.
3.5. Summary
In this section we have examined the similarities between Ez 4-6 and Lev 26
(mainly the section on curses). We found that the curses in Lev 26 are selected to suit
the particular contexts Ezekiel is considering: a limited food supply in the context of
the siege of Jerusalem, being chased by the sword, the scattering and destruction of
cities in the context of war, and the destruction of idolaters, altars and high places in
the context of idol worship. Some modifications and expansions have been made in
view of these contexts. In some cases, Ezekiel even follows the same order of curses
as in Lev 26. But the different uses of the curse language all point to one idea,
namely, Yahweh will repay the people with covenantal curses for their violation of
the covenant (in terms of idolatry and disobedience to statutes and ordinances). In
this understanding, Yahweh's retribution is juridical because it is meted out




The first part of Ez 14 is often taken as belonging to the larger unit 12:21-
1 9 f\
14:11. The rest of Ez 14, i.e., 14:12-23, is demarcated from what precedes by the
word reception formula in v. 12 and a difference in content. While 12:21-14:11
comprises a series of oracles on true and false prophecy, no such concern can be
found in 14:12-23. In its present context, 14:12-23 exhibits many links with 15:1-8:
the phrase bra (14:13; 15:8); the desolation of the land (14:15-16; 15:8); the
expression "O IK (14:21; 15:5); and the concern for the fate of Jerusalem (14:21-23;
127
15:6-8). These links suggest that 14:12-23 and 15:1-8 may have been composed as
a literary unit.
The recognition formula in v.23 shows that 14:12-23 is a proof saying,
addressed to Ezekiel's companion exiles. The first half of the unit vv. 12-20 is put in
a test-case format consisting of four cases, each concerning an agent of punishment.
The second half vv.21-23 is introduced by the messenger formula, followed by an
125 Allen 1994:91; Block 1997:239.
126 This has been noted by Ewald (1880:73), followed by Smend (1880:67), Cooke (1936:135),
Talmon and Fishbane (1975/76:136), Dijkstra (1986:119), Allen (1994:193), Block (1997:384).
127 Mosis 1978:263n.l55; Fuhs 1984:79; Brownlee 1986:214; Allen 1994:214; Block 1997:438.
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announcement of punishment of Jerusalem. This unit concludes with a modified
recognition formula.
4.2. Analysis
After the word reception formula (v. 12), the oracle begins in v,13aoc with "if a
land sins against me by acting treacherously" (^J70~^3?dV ''b'XUnn "O pX).
According to Zimmerli, the use of "O after the subject indicates the use of sacral-legal
1 98
language which can be found in the casuistic form of the priestly regulations. The
structure of what follows until v.20 needs some comments. The rest of v. 13, i.e.,
nO!"D1 ... TPttTl, can be taken either as a sub-condition of the protasis in v.l3aoc129 or
• •130
as the apodosis of it. The first option is preferred. Firstly, it is grammatically
possible to understand the 1 prefixing the various verbs after "O pX as indicating a
131sub-condition. A similar case is found in Ez 33:2-4 where after the initial "O pX,
the sequence of verbs prefixed by 1 forms a sub-condition to the protasis with the
apodosis being found without any prefixed 1 in v.4b. Secondly, taking v. 13 in this
way, there will be no difficulty in incorporating v. 14a as part of the protasis
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(beginning in v,13aa) with the apodosis given in v. 14b. Lastly, note first that the
IX in vv.17 and 19 has the meaning "or if',133 which indicates a second
supposition134 or introduces subordinate clauses especially in legal material. The 1*7
in v.15 is more problematic. Its general use for unreal conditions136 does not seem to
1 *3 "J
fit the context. Either it is emended to IX or its usage is extended to ordinary
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cases. In either case, vv.15-16 can still be taken as a sub-condition to the main
1 9Q
protasis in v.l3aa. Thus, to regard ... TPDX1 as a sub-condition gives a better
parallel to the grammatical structure of the other three cases found in vv.15-16, 17-
128 Zimmerli 1954:7; 1979:302; cf. Reventlow 1962:39.
129 Kraetzschmar 1900:140; Herrmann 1924:87; Noordtzij 1957:154; Greenberg 1983a:256; Allen
1994:211; Block 1997:439.
Ij0 Brownlee 1986:205; Pohlmann 1996:195. Dijkstra (1986:133) offers a variation: "Stel nu dat een
land ... en ik strafhet..., zodat ik daar mens en dier uitroei ...". Cf. LXX.
131 J.-M. §167e.
1j2 Cf. Cooke (1936:156) who claims that the protasis ... 'D pX is resumed in v. 14. Also Aalders
(1955:246).
133 DCH 1:148.
1,4 J.-M. §167q, although not all examples given are correct.
135 W.-O'C. §39.2.6b.
136 GK.C §1591, x, y; W.-O'C. §38.2e; J.-M. §167f.
137 Cornill 1886:254; Cooke 1936:156; Zimmerli 1979:310; Allen 1994:212.
138
Greenberg 1983a:258; Block 1997:439.
lj9
Against Aalders (1955:247) who takes v. 15 as the start of a second case whereas v. 13 starts the
first case with P.
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18, 19-20 where the divine action is again taken as a sub-condition and the
deliverance of the three men (Noah, Daniel, Job) as the corresponding apodosis.140
The point of the above consideration is that it is not the concern of the text to
depict the four cases of divine action as possible consequences for the treacherous
action against God. The argument concerns whether anyone in the land will be saved
because of the presence of the three righteous men under different divine actions. The
relationship between the treacherous action of the land and the various divine
reactions is not argued but assumed.
The four divine reactions find their parallels mainly in the curses of Lev 26.
The first case, to break the staff of bread and send famine and cut off human and
animals, echoes Lev 26:22, 26. The second case, to send wild animals to bereave the
land and make it desolate, parallels Lev 26:22, 33. The third case, to bring a sword,
parallels Lev 26:25a. It is followed by a saying of God (pXD 1DS7J1 Din) which is the
negation of a promise in Lev 26:6 (DDPXD IDPfrxV Dim). The absence of a
pronominal suffix for pX in Ez 14:17 fits its context better. Moreover, this direct
speech of God in Ezekiel seems to be a deliberate negation of the Levitical
promise.141 The last case, to send pestilence, corresponds to Lev 26:25. The order of
this combination, i.e., famine, wild beasts, sword and pestilence, differs from that in
Lev 26, i.e., wild beasts, sword, pestilence and famine. Although Lev 26 has the idea
of famine (v.26), the word DJ71 is not used. Ezekiel supplies the word and places it in
the first position, and then add the miDil formula to the combination (vv.13, 17, 19,
21).142 Another change made by Ezekiel is found in the initial protasis which has a
parallel in Lev 26:40 C'DNbyiD 1U?X DbVDD). Thus, Ezekiel takes over the curses and
blessings from Lev 26 and reworks them in the form of a casuistic case. The
connection between acting treacherously and the consequential divine reaction is
simply assumed. And it is only until v.21 that the quaternary is explicitly said to be
four deadly judgements (D^lil DVD1X), applied to Jerusalem. In connection
with the word byfr, we may add the observation that Lev 26:40-41 seems to imply a
causal link between the act of *7270 (as an example of JIV) and the exile, and this link
is made explicitly in Ez 39:23.
Although the casuistic form may give the impression that a general case is
discussed and then applied to Jerusalem in v.21, it is not really so. Firstly, Jerusalem
is not a country (fix) in the strict sense of the word. Secondly, in the rest of Ezekiel
140 Cf. Joyce 1989:71.
141 Cf. Milgrom 1997:59.
142
According to Milgrom (1997:59), the absence of the mill formula in connection with the wild
animals, in contrast to its presence in Lev 26:22, is more logical and therefore shows a reworking
of the Levitical material by Ezekiel.
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the term *7270 is used only of Israel/Israelites (15:8; 17:20; 18:24; 20:27; 39:23;
39:26).143 The term basically refers to a violation of Yahweh's rights, especially in
sancta trespass and oath violation.144 In particular, in Lev 26:40 it refers to the
violation of the covenant between Yahweh and Israel. The taking over of this
Levitical passage and making it the basic protasis here points out that the prophet has
Israel in mind.143 Thirdly, the use of diction and ideas from Lev 26 again stresses the
covenantal relationship between Israel and Yahweh. Fourthly, the use of "O IX,
meaning "all the more/less",146 in v.21 does not emphasise that it is Jerusalem which
will suffer more than the hypothetical nation mentioned previously, but that
Jerusalem will suffer more when all four punishments are applied to it instead of any
one of these four. The concern of the oracle remains Israel/Jerusalem throughout.
Lastly, Joyce notes that Old Testament prophets in general are concerned less with
abstract theory and more with concrete situations. The legal case format is used here
as a "teaching technique". The point of the oracle is to tell the Israelites that the sins
of Israel are so great that punishment is imminent and thorough.147 Thus, this oracle
conveys the idea that Jerusalem, because of treachery against Yahweh, will be
punished by actualising the covenantal curses. The punishment will not be averted by
the presence of some righteous persons.
4.3. Summary
In Ez 14:12-23 the four possible divine punishments are put as sub-conditions
for the basic protasis "if a land sins against me by acting treacherously". The basic
protasis and the four punishments employ diction and ideas from Lev 26, especially
the curses, although not confined to them. The quotation of a divine saying in v. 17,
which is the negation of a promise in Lev 26, demonstrates that Ezekiel is also aware
of the promises in Lev 26. The framework of Lev 26 in which curses are
consequential to treacherous actions against God is taken over by Ezekiel and applied
to Jerusalem. The fate of Jerusalem will be dictated by this rule. The presence of any
righteous person, even if it has any, will not be able to avert its fate (cf. 1 Sam 2:25).
The oracle is based on the presupposition that a breach of the covenant will
inevitably bring upon Israel the covenantal curses.
143 Bertholet 1897:75; Aalders 1955:245; Allen 1994:217.
144
Milgrom 1976a: 16-21.
145 Cf. Duguid 1999:193.






Ez 34 is a literary unit independent from Ez 33 and 35. The first major subunit
runs from v.2 to v. 16. The accusation of the shepherds in vv.2-6 (as a woe oracle) is
followed by an announcement of punishment, introduced by pb in vv.7, 9. This is
followed by an oracle of salvation, introduced by the explanatory 'O and the
messenger formula in v.l 1, where God will be the shepherd of his flock (vv.l 1-15).
V.16 is a transitional verse, moving from vv.l 1-15 to v.17. Thus, vv.2-16 is both an
oracle of judgement and oracle of salvation. Willmes calls this type of oracles as
148"differenzierende Prophezeiungen". The second subunit extends from v. 17 to v.24.
The dominant theme is the judgement between sheep and sheep (vv.l7, 20, 22).
There is a minor break between v.22 and v.23, but the absence of a concluding
formula in v.22 and an introductory formula in v.23 suggests reading vv.23-24 with
what precedes.149 The last subunit, vv.25-31, which maintains some of the shepherd
language,150 is a proof saying. It contains a series of (covenantal) promises similar to
those of Lev 26:4-13. Allen detects a double scheme within this unit: wild animals
(vv.25a(3, 28aJ3), fertility (vv.26b-27aa(3, 29aba) and the nations (vv.28aa, 29b(3).151
This oracle ends properly at v.30 with a combination of three formulae: recognition
formula, covenant formula and the divine saying formula. Verse 31 is an
amplification which seeks to draw together the themes in vv.25-30 and the shepherd
language in w.2-24.132
5.2. Analysis
In this section, we will not dwell on the relationship between Ez 34 and
Jer 23:1-8; 30:8-11 which has already been dealt with by others.133 The unit vv.25-31
is filled with covenantal themes. The phrase rp-Q IVD implies the making of a new
covenant instead of the confirming of an old covenant. Yahweh will make a covenant
of peace with134 the flock/people.153 The expression "covenant of peace" because of
148 Willmes 1984:259-268; 1986.
149 Hossfeld 1977:253; Zimmerli 1983:212-213; Dijkstra 1989:113; Kriiger 1989:453-455; Greenberg
1997:706. Against Allen (1990:159) and Westermann (1991:169). Maarsingh (1991:36) seems to
be the only one who breaks after v.23.
150 Levin 1985:221; Allen 1990:163; Greenberg 1997:707. Against Zimmerli 1983:220; Hals
1989:249.
151 Allen 1990:160-161.
152 Herrmann 1965:269-270; Allen 1990:159.
153 Miller 1955:106; Levin 1985:218-219; Vieweyer 1993:98-104.
154 The use of b following nt3 to indicate the party of the covenant is common in MT. Greenberg
(1997:702) remarks that "[a]s a rule the subject of krt byrt /- is a superior who obligates himself
(grants terms) to another". See also Weinfeld (1977:259). Against Kraetzschmar (1900:244) who
incorrectly interprets onb as "for them" but not "with them".
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its paucity within the 0T1?6 is probably not a fixed term.157 This covenant
"inaugurates a relation of m^tp'"158 between Yahweh and the people and hence the
word "peace" indicates "the reality of which a covenant in any case consists".139 It is,
nevertheless, concretised in some consequences for Israel.160 First, the evil animal
(nin rpn), used as an instrument of God's punishment in Ez 5:17; 14:15, 21,161 is
removed from the land (of probably Israel). The wilderness (*127fc) and the forest
• 1 (\)
C15P), normally for animals but not human habitation, become a place where the
sheep/people can dwell securely (HDUb)163 and sleep. The same idea recurs in v.28
although there "the animal of the land" (pxn nTT)164 is mentioned. This may
correspond to the danger noted in vv.5, 8 where "the animal of the field" (rn&TI nT7)
is mentioned.16""1 Second, the fruitfulness of the land is granted (vv.26-27a). This idea,
which reappears in the negative statement "they shall no more be carried off by
famine in the land" in v.29ba, corresponds to the good pasture in vv.14, 18.166 The
third element of the covenant is freedom from the dangers posed by the nations:
being the plunder (TD) (v.28aa) (which corresponds to vv.7, 22) and bearing the
reproach (HObD NUU) (v.29b|3) of the nations. Being slaves (v.27bp) can also be put
under this category. These three aspects are related to the main theme of being safe
and secure (ntnb in vv.25, 27, 28 and THHO "fK in v.28). Lastly, in vv.30-31 the
covenant idea is found through the use of the covenant formula.
In this text, the covenant of peace167 denotes for the sheep/people a future
Yahweh-given state of security and freedom from the dangers posed by wild animals,
153 The LXX reads xcp AocotS for the Hebrew DHb. It may have been influenced by 2 Sam 7 (cf.
Cornill 1886:404) or Ps 89:4, 29 (cf. Jahn 1905:240). See also Greenberg (1997:702).
156
Only in Ez 34:25; 37:26. Similar expressions are in Nu 25:12 and Is 54:10. See also Mai 2:5.
137 Stendebach 1995:36; against von Rad 1977:403.
158 Baltzer 1971a: 161; von Rad 1977:403.
139 Zimmerli 1983:220. Cf. Taylor 1969:224. Commenting on a similar expression in Is 54:10,
Schoors (1973:136) holds that the genitive is "a genitivus appositionis or epexegeticus,
defining the true content of the covenant".
160 Baltzer 197la: 161.
161 The phrase occurs otherwise in Gen 37:20, 33; Lev 26:6.
162 For the wilderness, see Talmon (1997:101); for the forest, see Ps 50:10; 104:20; Is 56:9; Jer 5:6;
12:8; Hos 2:12; Am 3:4.
163 Note that in the Exodus tradition in Ps 78, Yahweh led out his people like a flock 0XX), guided
them in the wilderness, and led them securely (rtosb) so that they did not fear (vv.52-53). Thus, the
shepherd language is not out of place in this Ezekielian passage.
164 The expression occurs in Gen 1:24, 25, 30; 9:2, 10; Ez29:5; 32:4; 34:28; Ps 79:2; Job 5:22. This
may be a priestly term.
165 This is a more common expression and occurs 31 times in the MT.
166 Allen 1990:163.
167 Batto (1987) provides a study on the mythological background of the covenant of peace, though
one may question if his conclusion can be applied to Ez34. By referring to the basic meaning of
□Vtit, Gerleman (1973) regards Dlbtt? rP"D as alluding to events in the past that need compensation.
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famine and the nations, while recognising a covenantal bond between them and
Yahweh.168
5.3. Ez 34:23-31 and Lev 26
In this section we will concentrate on the similarities and differences between
this unit and Lev 26. A glance at Table One above indicates that Ez 34:23-31 relates
closely to Lev 26:4-6, 9, 12-13. The making of a covenant of peace in Ez 34:25 has
no direct parallel to Lev 26, but it seems to combine Lev 26:6 (DlblZ?) and 9 (rP72). In
doing so, the Tinm in Lev 26:6 is changed to TTD1 in Ez 34:25.169 However, while
peace is a consequence of keeping the covenant in Lev 26, it is the content of the
covenant in Ez 34.
The phrase pxrn]i2 17277 1777 TQlP'm (Lev 26:6) is found exactly in
Ez 34:25a. Note that the expression inn rPH occurs only in Gen 37:20, 33 outside
these two verses. The image of sheep requires the change from dwelling securely "in
their land" (Q2PK2) in Lev 26:5b to dwelling in both the desert and forest in
Ez 34:25b and also "on their earth" (□nO"TN-<?I?) in Ez 34:27a. The sending of the
rain followed by its consequences (i.e., trees bear fruit and earth yields produce) is
found in both Ez 34:26b-27a and Lev 26:4. A negation of such fruitfulness appears as
a curse in Lev 26:20b. The idea of the breaking of the bar of yoke and being enslaved
(2 7227) no more is found in both Ez 34:27b and Lev 26:13. While in Leviticus the
idea is related to the past Exodus event and hence the use of the wayyiqtol forms
72U7N1 and Tjbip after the qatal ,nX¥in, Ezekiel changes it to refer to a future
event.170 The phrase THITO fKI appears in Ez 34:28 and Lev 26:6a. In both passages,
the covenantal formula serves as a climactic conclusion to the salvific actions of
God.171
Animals, an agent of punishment elsewhere in Ezekiel, are here banished by
God. Another agent, the sword, in the sense ofwar and being attacked by the nations,
will not happen anymore. This corresponds in meaning to Lev 26:6b. The third agent,
famine, will not appear because of the fruitfulness of the land. Interestingly, there is
no mention of the fourth agent, pestilence, which often appears in Ezekiel. But this
Apart from Barr's criticism (1961:107-160) on the undue use of etymological meaning, see also the
criticism of Renner (1985) and Jarick (1986).




Against Griinwaldt (1999:351) who holds that the past tense in Leviticus means that the exile was
over for the author, and hence the Levitical passage is later and based on Ezekiel.
171 The dependence of Ezekiel on Leviticus has been argued by Reventlow (1962:44-50); Baltzer
(1971 a: 158), Hossfeld (1977:273-276) and Milgrom (1997:57-59).
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absence finds a parallel in the blessing section in Lev 26 which again has no
reference to pestilence which only appears in the list of curses (26:25).
Some differences between Ez 34:23-31 and Lev 26 can be found. Lev 26:5aba
has no echo in Ez 34 probably because it does not fit the sheep metaphor. Although
the overthrow of enemies is mentioned in Lev 26:7-8, it is not found in Ez 34. This is
172
not surprising in view of the exilic situation of the prophet and the sheep
metaphor. The blessing of "be fruitful and multiply" in Lev 26:9a is not reflected in
Ez 34, but echoed in Ez 36:9-11 and partly in Ez 37:26. Of course, there is no need
for Ezekiel to employ all the blessings in Lev 26, as he does not do so for the curses.
The omission of any blessing from Lev 26 is less significant than the use of a number
of them. This consideration serves to buttress the argument that Ezekiel is drawing
from the blessing-curse theme which is part and parcel of the covenantal framework
in Lev 26.
The most significant difference between Ezekiel and Leviticus is that the
blessings found in Ez 34 are not contingent upon the obedience of the people as in
Lev 26. This is probably a modification introduced by Ezekiel. The blessings as the
content of the covenant of peace are promised by God unilaterally without regard to
173 •the people's conduct. It is an unconditional action of God. This is related to the
idea of "radical theocentricity" in Ezekiel.174 One example is Yahweh's gift of a new
heart and a new spirit to the people in Ez 11:19. The result of which, indicated by
fV/Db and stated in 11:20, is that the people will walk in God's statutes and keep his
_ 1 nr
ordinances and do them (cf. 36:26-27). This is precisely the same condition which
the Israelites have to fulfil in order to obtain the blessings of God in Lev 26, with
only the slight difference in the use of D'ttDUfo in Ez 11:20 and msa in Lev 26:3.176
In this case, it is God himself who enables the people to fulfil the condition for the
blessings. And in case ofEz 34, the condition is not even mentioned.
5.4. Summary
A consideration of Ez 34:23-31 shows that Ezekiel not only utilises the curse
section of Lev 26, but also its blessing section. Not only that, Ezekiel also places the
112
Greenberg (1997:707, 760) suggests that the restored Israel is under divine protection (e.g. Ez 38-
39) and hence promises like "victory in war" found in Leviticus need not be mentioned.
173 Cf. Baltzer 1971a: 161.
174 See Joyce (1989:89-124).
175 More recently, Mein (1996:174-207) explains this human passivity in terms of the social location
of the exiles.
176 While the word D'UDUfr) appears in Lev 26:15, niSS never occurs in Ezekiel. Matties (1990:177)
suggests that the absence of niXft in Ezekiel may have to do with his deliberate avoidance to
identify with that (Deuteronomic) tradition.
96
blessings within a covenantal framework — the blessings are the content of the
covenant of peace. It consists mainly in security from dangers posed by wild animals,
famine and the nations. This buttresses the argument that Ezekiel has the covenantal
framework in mind as seen in both his oracles of judgement and salvation. His main
departure from Lev 26 is that the blessings are not dependent on the conduct of
people but only on the grace of God.
6. Ez 37:24-28
6.1. Introductory Remarks
Ez 37 is composed of two oracles. The first oracle (vv.1-14) is concerned with
the dry bones in the valley and the second (vv. 15-28) with the reunification of Israel
and Judah.177 After the word reception formula in v. 15, the prophet is commanded to
perform a symbolic action (vv. 16-17). A hypothetical question from the audience and
a command to answer with the messenger formula lead to a first explanation of the
symbolic action (vv.18-19). This explanation, which is put in metaphorical language,
is further clarified.178 The clarification extends to at least v.22.179 Verse 22 flows into
v.23 with a series of "no longer" (vv.22ba, 22b(3, 23a).180 The unit is concluded with
the covenant formula. The expression "my servant David" forms an inclusion for
vv.24-25. While the idea of "one shepherd" in v.24a links vv.24-25 to what precedes,
v.24b is often taken with what follows.181 But it is also possible to read it with v.24a
because the pattern of external (v.22) and internal conditions (v.23) of Israel is
1 OT
repeated in v.24a and 24b respectively, and v.24 hints that one good shepherd
183
(v.24a) will lead the people to obey God's laws (v.24b). Vv.26-27 is again a unit
demarcated by an inclusion of theme of covenant: the making of a covenant in
v.26aa and the covenant formula in v.27a|3b. To regard vv.25-28 as a section because
184- •
it deals with the external condition of the restored Israel may not be justified,
although it is dominated by the fivefold use of oVll?. The whole oracle concludes
185with the recognition formula, thus showing that it is a proof saying. We can divide
this unit as v. 15, vv.16-17, vv.18-19, vv.20-28 (vv.20-23, 24-25, 26-27, 28).
177
Barth (1977) argues for the thematic unity of the chapter.
178 Allen 1990:191; Greenberg 1997:758.
179 Bertholet 1936:129; Fohrer 1955:210.
180 Hals 1989:272-273. Cf. Greenberg 1997:758.
181 Zimmerli 1983:272; Allen 1990:192. Cf. Ohnesorge 1991:347.
182
Kruger 1989:439. Cf. Klein 1988:152.
183
Schumpp 1942:191; Greenberg 1997:757.
184
Kruger 1989:439. Cf. Herrmann 1965:286-287.
185 Zimmerli 1983:272; Hals 1989:273; against Allen 1990:191.
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6.2. Analysis
After the symbolic action of joining together the two sticks bearing the names
"Judah" and "Joseph" into one stick (vv.16-17) and its metaphorical explanation
(vv.18-19), a more concrete explanation is given. The Israelites will be gathered from
the nations and brought to their own land. There they will be made one nation and
have one king over them. The idea of oneness dominates v.22. The sequence of
gathering the people and then appointing one leader here finds a parallel in 34:11-
1 8^i
24. After that, the idea of cleansing appears in v.23, which occurs already in more
detail in 36:25-27. Yahweh will save them and cleanse them, and they will be his
people and he their God.
V.24 reverts back to v.22, but now the future one king is called "David". This
designation of a future king finds a precedent in Hos 3:5 and Jer30:9. But as in
34:23-24, this Davidide is qualified as both a servant and a shepherd. This
qualification is perhaps added to downplay the political tone associated with the
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kingship, although one must not overlook that in both vv.22 and 24 the future ruler
will be a king over them (QrPbJ?). Similarly in 34:23, the future shepherd, also called
David, will be set over the people (Qrpbl?). But it is added immediately in 34:24 that
this David will be a prince among the people (DD1DD). In both Ez 34 and 37, this
•••• • • *188David's relationship with the people "involves authority as well as service". V.24b
can be seen as the consequence of v.24a, which goes back to the "deuteronomistic
conception of the Davidic dynasty as model and monitor of the covenant law"189 (cf.
2 Kg 23:3). The king guarantees the obedience of the people which shows that the
condition for blessing is fulfilled (cf. Lev 26:3).190 This may lead to v.25a where
obedience to Yahweh's statutes and ordinances191 will enable the people to dwell on
the land. Such a sequence is also found in 36:27-28. This dwelling is further qualified
as an everlasting one (aVl37~7J7) in v.25ba. Jenni suggests that in contrast
to QblVb, "almost always indicates successive temporal continuation in the future".1 2
This understanding fits the context well. V.25b(3 forms an inclusion with v.24a, but
with two differences. First, David is no longer called a king, but a prince (K'tyn).193
Second, he is said to be a prince forever (DVlS?*?). This idea of the eternity of the
Davidic dynasty goes back to 2 Sam 7.
186
Greenberg 1997:755-756.
187 Allen 1990:194; Ohnesorge 1991:386.
i8S
Duguid 1994:49. Contra Hals 1989:254.
189 Allen 1990:194. See also Bunn (1971:344), Maarsingh (1991:93), Greenberg (1997:757).
190 Garscha 1974:227.
191 The combination ofUDtEto 7*771 and HpT! 7W is unique in the Bible.
192 Jenni 1997:855.
19'' On the titles X'tW and in Ezekiel, see Zimmerli (1983:277-279) and Duguid (1994:11-33).
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Yahweh is the subject of a series of verbal clauses in vv.26-27. This unit opens
with the making of a covenant of peace in v.26aa and concludes appropriately with
the covenant formula in v.27apb.194 What lies between gives the content of the
covenant.195 The covenant of peace, found in Ez 34:25, reappears here and is further
called an eternal covenant. It contains statements that Yahweh will establish the
people,196 multiply them (v.26bp), and put his sanctuary (UHpfc) in their midst
forever (v.26by). This last idea is put slightly differently in v.27aa as "my dwelling
place shall be over them". This gift of Yahweh's sanctuary among the people
(DDinD) implies his presence among them.197 and this presence is forever. The word
pUfa) is frequently used by P to refer to the dwelling-sanctuary in the wilderness
period.198 But here it seems to refer to the temple which is situated higher than its
surroundings, and hence "above them" (□n,bs?).199 Here the juxtaposition of UHpfa
and ptfP200 and also that ofpttP and are unique in the Bible.
194 Fuhs 1988:213.
195
Toy 1899:173; Alexander 1986:927; Fuhs 1988:213.
196 The word D'nnrt is not attested in the LXX and Syriac. The LXX has a further minus of
□mx TPinm. Some suggestions have been made: (1) The whole phrase is deleted as secondary by
Cornill (1886:420-421), Heinisch (1923:1923:180), Fohrer (1955:211). Some others delete only
the word □Tirol. E.g. Bertholet 1897:187; Schumpp 1942:186; Einheitsiibersetzung. (2)
Kraetzschmar (1900:254) proposes to read DTinrt as QTiVUrt on the basis of Am 9:15 and
Jer 24:6, and keeps the rest. Note that the verb occurs only twice in Ezekiel (28:26; 36:36). (3)
Bertholet (1936:128) emends the text to DpSfTI without giving any reason. (4) Flerrmann
(1924:234) suggests that DTinrt omx is a doublet of 'nrirt omx. His opinion is endorsed by
Cooke (1936:406) and Zimmerli (1983:270-271). (5) Perles (1911/12:121) suggests that (i)
omx Traim was first added to the text after nmx iTTP on the basis of Jer 30:19; Ez 36:10, 11,
(ii) a second scribe then made a correction by writing on the margin '□ Tlftrt, meaning the reader
should jump over Dmx TPinm to 'ttrtpft DX Tinrt, (iii) this gloss was then contracted to one
word and entered into the text. (6) Parunak (1978:437) explains the minus in Greek as a result of
homoioteleuton in omx with the preceding and homoioarcton in TlDrt with what follows. (7) Allen
(1990:191) opines that an original text Tinrt omx TPTim DfllX lost omx TVanm by parablepsis,
a text attested by the LXX. A correction TlHrt omx TPTirn was then made in the margin, which
later entered into the text. Then the first Tirm was adapted by adding the pronominal suffix. (8)
The Targum interprets DTinrt as "and I will bless them", probably inspired by 34:26. This is
followed by Ehrlich (1912:136), RSV and NRSV. (9) Barthelemy (1992:300-301) argues on the
basis of 17:22 and 34:26 that "Femploi du verbe jru au sens de 'etablir en une position et un lieu
bien choisis' etait caracteristique du livre d'Ezechiel". Cf. Vulgate ("fundabo eos"). See also Fisch
(1950:252), Aalders (1957:208), Auvray (1957:142). In the absence of clear evidence supporting
any emendation or the different textual history suggested above, we adopt Barthelemy's proposal.
197 Bettenzoli (1979:147) interprets UHpfr as the sacral laws whose obedience makes possible
Yahweh's presence among his people. This is at odds with the use of the word elsewhere in Ezekiel
and is not deducible from the context here.
198 Kellermann 1986:68; Hulst 1997:1329.
199 Bertholet 1897:186; Cooke 1936:403; Wevers 1969:198; Eichrodt 1970:511-512 (but the German
original "liber ihnen ragen" is mistranslated as "shall be with them"); Allen 1990:191; Maarsingh
1991:95. Against (1) the translation of as "bei/bij" by Herrmann (1924:234), van den Born
(1954:222), Fohrer (1955:211) and Zimmerli (1983:277); (2) the interpretation of pIP'ft by Hitzig
(1847:287) as Yahweh's heavenly dwelling, by Bettenzoli (1979:147) as the basic structure of the
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The recognition formula in v.28 concludes the proof saying. The subject of "to
know" is the nations who will know that it is Yahweh who sanctifies Israel.201 The
202verb UHj? carries with it the meaning of selection. In this case, it is clearly the
presence of Yahweh's sanctuary which sanctifies the Israelites. This presence is no
longer seen as part of God's promise but already as a result of this promise, hence the
change from UHpfc to WlpD TPH.203
While the covenant of peace in Ez 34:25 is concerned with security from
dangers posed by wild animals, famine and the nations, in Ez 37:26 it is concerned
with the establishment and multiplication of the people, and more importantly, with
Yahweh's presence as exhibited in the presence of the physical sanctuary among/over
the people. The possession of the sanctuary is, therefore, better seen as the content of
the covenant than as the guarantee for the covenant of peace.204 Also, to treat vv.25-
26 as a sequence of four promises, all characterised by "forever" with the last one
being the most significant, is dubious. The covenant of peace is granted after the
people, following the lead of the future king, obey the ordinances. While the
blessings in Ez 34:25 are given unconditionally, here the conditions are explicitly
stated to be fulfilled.
6.3. Ez 37:24-28 and Lev 26
In this unit, parallels to Lev 26 are limited to a few, but important, instances. In
the last section, we have briefly mentioned the omission of some blessings from
Lev 26 in Ez 34:23-31. Some of these, however, appear in Ez 37:24-28. The first one
is God's multiplying the people, found in a longer form in Lev 26:9a(3
(ddiik Tpmm oddx Tinam) and a shorter one in Ez37:26ba (QniX TPmm).
Another important one is the presence of Yahweh among the people:
DD3W3 Tinn Lev 26:1 la
cDirin •'tznpQ-nx »nmi Ez 37:26bp
orbs? rrm Ez 37:27aa
(DDinn 'UHpa nTTD Ez 37:28b)
Actually, Ez37:26bp-27 is almost a duplicate of Lev 26:11-12 in which God's
presence is followed by the covenant formula but for the absence of two consecutive
people's life, and by Davidson (1916:296), Aalders (1957:208) and Greenberg (1997:757-758) as
Yahweh's protective presence.
200 Cf. Ex 25:8.
201 For this idea, see also Ex 31:13; Lev 20:8; 21:8, 15, 23; 22:9, 16, 32; Ez 20:12; 37:28.
202
Taylor 1969:241; Wevers 1969:198; Bunn 1971:344; Zimmerli 1983:277.
203
Ohnesorge 1991:399-400.
204 Bertholet 1936:129; Bunn 1971:344.
205 Zimmerli 1983:276-277; Klein 1988:152-153.
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phrases in Lev 26:1 lb-12aa. This absence is readily explained by Hurvitz as the
90f\
tendency to drop out primitive idioms and anthropomorphism regarding God.
Relevant for us is the conclusion that the Ezekielian text is later than the Levitical
text. Thus, apart from the ideas that food is overstocked (Lev 26:5a, 10) and enemies
are overthrown (Lev 26:7-8), basically all the blessings of Lev 26 are paralleled in
Ez 34 and 37. But the first idea as an extension of the blessing that the earth will be
fruitful (Lev 26:4) is already taken up in Ez 34:27. The second idea does not seem to
suit the exilic context well. Thus, it seems that Ez 37:26-27 deliberately fills the gaps
left by Ez 34.207
Two more observations can be made. First, the filling in of the gaps does not
only happen in Ez 37, but already in Ez 36. In Lev 26:9aa we find DlftbN TP3D1
which appears exactly in Ez 36:9. The consequence of this favourable action of God,
stated in Lev 26:9aP, is found in Ez 36:10-11 in which we find the same idea and use
of the same verbs ('IVDim vv.10, 11; ITU v.11; 1131 v.ll). In addition, there is a
reversal of the curse of desolation of cities in Ez 36:10. Second, as in Ez 34 the
blessings are the result of God's actions alone. We mentioned above that the
sequence of obeying the statutes and ordinances, followed by the dwelling on the
land, is found also in Ez 36:26-28. There the foundation of the obedience is God's
gift of a new heart and spirit. Here this gift is not mentioned, it is rather seen as the
consequence of the rule of the future Davidide who will be installed by God. The
point is again that while curses will be dispensed when the people break the
covenant, blessings will be given without regard to the conduct of the people, or, to
be more precise, the people will be enabled by God so that they can meet the
condition for the blessings.
6.4. Summary
Most of the blessings in Lev 26 but not in Ez 34:23-31 are found in Ez 37:24-
28. Thus, Ez 37:24-28 supplements Ez 34:23-31 regarding the list of blessings. Like
Ez 34:23-31, Ez 37:24-28 also places these blessings within the covenant of peace. In
this case, they have to do mainly with the multiplication of people and the presence
of Yahweh among his people. Following the lead of the future leader David, the
people shall obey Yahweh's statutes and ordinances. Thus, this fulfils the condition
for God's blessings which actually follows in the text. In this case, that they can fulfil
this condition is seen as the result of God's initiative.
206 Hurvitz 1982:102-107.
207 See Baltzer's synopsis of texts from Lev 26, Ez 34 and 37 (197 la: 156-157). Cf. Allen 1990:194.
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7. Conclusion
In this chapter we have demonstrated that covenant plays a role in Ezekiel's
idea of retribution through analysing his use of the language of curses and blessings.
While it is true that in these instances in Ezekiel, the judgement or salvation are
never literally claimed as curses or blessings respectively, they are undoubtedly so.
In Lev 26 the covenant forms the framework for the blessings and curses — the
keeping of the covenant in terms of doing God's statutes and ordinances will be
rewarded with blessings, and the failure to do so will be repaid with curses. By
employing diction and ideas from Lev 26, Ezekiel presupposes and invokes the
covenantal framework. His use of the curse language from Lev 26 is sometimes
rather general, but more often it is appropriate to the situation he is presenting. For
the former case we may consider Ez 14:12-23. For the latter case one may note the
curse of "breaking the bread of staff', cannibalism, the sword, and pestilence which
all suit well the situation of the siege of Jerusalem; the curse of scattering describes
well the aftermath of the conquest of Jerusalem; the curse of breaking the high places
and incense altars, and the placing of carcasses around the idols are appropriately
directed against idolatry. These curses are presented as imminent punishment to the
people. Although in many cases the offences are not detailed, there is no doubt that
they are taken as actions against the covenant, the statutes and ordinances ofGod.
Ezekiel uses not only the curses, but also the language of blessing. In Ez 34 and
37 the blessings are explicitly associated with the covenant of peace, and together
they have almost exhausted the list of blessings in Lev 26. This use of the language
of blessing reinforces the argument that Ezekiel employs the curse/blessing scheme
of Lev 26. But we have noted an important difference between Ezekiel and Leviticus.
In Ezekiel the blessings are no longer contingent upon the obedience of the people as
in Lev 26, but only upon God's initiative. He not only grants the blessings
unilaterally, in some cases it is even said explicitly that he will make the people fulfil
the condition for the blessings by giving them one new ruler or a new heart/spirit.
There are two ways by which Ezekiel employs the covenant language to depict
the relationship between sin and punishment. The first one is to state plainly that the
covenant is violated. In the last chapter we have shown that the offences committed
by Israel broke the agreements made within the covenant. Punishment is then meted
out accordingly, i.e., according to the terms of the covenant. The second way is to use
the curses/blessing language conceived within a covenantal framework in Lev 26. In
this case, the precise offence committed is not always given. Sometimes it is said
simply that God's statutes and ordinances are not observed, and in some cases a
208 Cf. Raitt 1977:26.
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generic description such as idolatry is given. The punishment is then meted out
according to the curses, with some modification and expansion. Despite these two
different uses, the juridical idea (in the sense of an involvement of an external agent,
i.e., God, and agreed norms) and the idea ofjustice (in the sense that punishments are
meted out according to agreed norms) are present.
Some conclusions concerning the idea of retribution and the role of God can be
drawn. First, the active role of God in meting out punishment is underscored, either
by the use of first personal verbs or the use of some emphatic expressions such as
'HX nun. There is no case in which punishment is seen as an automatic consequence
of the sin committed. God is an executor of punishment. Second, not only does God
play an active role, he is passionately involved. Some texts mention his wrath and
jealousy. A sin is an act directed against him and angers him. This shows that the
breaking of a covenant is also a breaking of a relationship. Third, although in some
cases the punishment announced is rather general (e.g. Ez 17:20), in some other cases
the punishments are dispensed according to the crime. The judgement is therefore not
random but just and justified. Fourth, the certainty of the punishment is underlined by
the use of curse language. A violation of the covenant in terms of not keeping the
statutes and ordinances will result in curses realised as foretold (in Lev 26). Apart
from being certain, the punishments are also imminent— they will soon arrive. Fifth,
even when the violation of statutes and ordinances is sometimes said to set in motion
the curses, the process is never a mechanical one independent of God. The text
stresses clearly that the curses are delivered by God. It is God who sends the sword,
the wild animals, the famine and the pestilence. It is God who scatters the bones of
idolaters and destroys the high places. And even when God is not said to act directly,
he uses human agents to execute punishments on his behalf.
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Chapter Four
Impurity and Retribution (I)
1. Introduction
That Ezekiel is influenced by the priestly tradition is rightly claimed by many
scholars.' In particular, the priestly concern for holiness and purity2 features
prominently in Ezekiel. One scholar claims that the "Kern und Stern des
ezechielischen Gottesgedankens ist ... Jahwes Heiligkeit".3 Another is willing to go
as far as to say that "Ezekiel evolved his doctrine of holiness with the consciousness,
and in the manner, of a theologian" who "thinks ... in a logical, consistent, coherent
and systematic fashion".4 While not all scholars would agree to that, it is certainly
true that Ezekiel employs the vocabulary of holiness and purity more than any other
canonical prophet.5 For example, Ezekiel distinguishes himself in consistently
designating the sins of the people as profanation and impurity.6 Ezekiel also stresses
the holiness of God which is connected especially with his name.7 Although the
language of holiness and purity is dominant in Ezekiel, not many studies have been
devoted to examine this aspect of the Ezekielian theology. The earlier study by
Baudissin is more concerned with what and who can be called holy in the OT in
general, and less in the individual books.8 Ringgren's brief study devotes less than
two pages to Ezekiel.9 Theological dictionaries do not necessarily discuss holiness in
1
E.g. Zimmerli 1965:523-524; Carley 1975:62-65.
2 The usage of "pure/impure" to render hnu/XOO is not consistent. While BDB uses predominantly
"clean/unclean", DCH uses mostly "pure/impure". The HALAT has "rein/unrein" which is
translated in HALOT by a mixture of "clean/unclean" and "pure/impure". Jenson (1992:43n.5)
claims that "the word 'purity' in English has a positive content lacking in the Priestly 31110". But in
the following, no distinction is made between these two sets of terminology.
3
Brogelmann 1935:32. Similarly, Ackroyd (1968:104) says that Ezekiel has a "profound sense of
the holiness ofGod".
4 Gammie 1989:45.
7 The statistics provided by 1LUT under, for example, the word UHp shows clearly that its
occurrence in Ezekiel is more than any other prophet (Miiller 1997:1106-1107). Similarly for V?n,
"inu and XOO. Cf. Muilenburg (1962:622) who says that "Ezekiel's awareness of the divine
holiness is more awesome, more sublime and majestic, more cosmic and 'tremendous' than that of
his prophetic predecessors".
6
McKeating 1993:86; Mills 1998:83. Cf. Muilenburg 1962:622.





Ezekiel.10 There are some specific studies on the idea of holiness in Ezekiel, namely,
those of Bettenzoli, Haik, Gammie and Miao," but these studies pay less attention to
the idea of purity/impurity in Ezekiel. There is, therefore, a need to examine this idea
more thoroughly and, in view of our concern, its relationship to retribution.
Since the idea of purity/impurity cannot be considered in isolation from its
related concepts, we will start with a discussion on the general idea of the holiness
word group, paying particular attention to purity/impurity. Then we will probe into
Ezekiel's idea of purity/impurity. This forms the basis for the next chapter in which
we will deal with the relationship between impurity and retribution in Ezekiel.
2. Holiness and Purity: An Introduction
2.1. The Holiness Word Group
Since one cannot discuss the concept of holiness or purity in isolation from its
related concepts,12 we will in this section briefly examine the holiness word group as
found in the OT. The terms of the word group of holiness can be found in Lev 10:10:
*?nn "pm unpn I'D h'lnnhl to distinguish between the holy and the common
mnon pm Noun pm and between the impure and the pure
While each of the two opposed pairs, holy/profane and impure/pure, appears
elsewhere individually, the two pairs are found together only again in Ez 22:26 and
44:23. The relations between these two pairs are subjected to various interpretations.
The interpretation that Lev 10:10 exhibits a strict parallelism13 may support the older
equation of the holy and the impure. This interpretation and equation are untenable.
The equation of holiness and impurity, which goes back to William Robertson Smith,
is based upon an understanding of taboo no longer held by contemporary
anthropologists.14 Moreover, Lev 10:10 does not seem to offer a strict parallelism.
Rather, the terms holy and pure may be aligned, and so may profane and impure, but
they are not identical.15 Barr depicts the relations between the four terms as follows:16
10
E.g. Procksch (1964:92-94) spends two-thirds of his discussion of holiness in the prophetic
theology on Isaiah (and Deutero-Isaiah) but ignores Ezekiel.
11 Bettenzoli 1979; Haik 1980; Gammie 1989.45-59, 173-194; Miao 1998 (whose work arrived too
late for us to interact thoroughly with it).
12 This is one ofGammie's critiques ofOtto's idea of the holy (1989:7-8).
13 Cf. Podella 1997:478.
14 Smith 1894:153-154. Cf. Soderblom 1913:736. For a detailed discussion, see Amorim (1985:13-
44), Budd (1989:275-282). Recently, Maccoby (1999:208) also suggests this connection in some
particular cases.
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The vertical lines represent absolute oppositions and the cross lines indicate
compatibility. In this scheme, holiness is opposed to impurity but akin to purity. But
one may question if holiness and impurity always stand in such absolute opposition.17
More will be said below.
Wenham provides a more dynamic picture of the holiness word group:18
,sanctify.cleanse
holy . common clean*' ^unclean
^^^^profane ^""^pollute
The above diagrams can be combined as:
sanctify cleanse
< c < «-
holy clean unclean
profane pollute
According to Wenham, anything is either holy or common. And common things are
either clean or unclean. Clean things can be sanctified to become holy, but unclean
things cannot. Clean things can be polluted to become unclean. Holy things may be
profaned to become common, or polluted to become unclean. But this scheme is only
true generally. For example, it does not seem possible for an unclean animal to
become clean in any way, and the move from holy to clean via profanation has no
justification. The problem, as we will explain below, is that there are different types
of cleanness and holiness, and not all of these types can be fit into the above
diagrams.
A more recent attempt to characterise the holiness word group is to express it
as a "Holiness Spectrum". Jenson proposes the following continuum:19
xoip — vhp — nnu — nod — nod
very holy — holy — clean — unclean — very unclean
17 Even if holiness is opposed to impurity, it is wrong to claim that "D'TTj? is the antonym of





In the diagram, terms far away are opposites and adjacent terms are more closely
related, although there is a larger distinction between clean and unclean than the
diagram implies. Jenson admits that one disadvantage of this scheme is the omission
of bn ("profane"), but its rarity justifies that. In this scheme, different types of
impurity can be represented by different points on the continuum according to some
criteria of gradations. This scheme is then applied to four dimensions of the priestly
texts: spatial, personal, ritual and temporal. This scheme is not without its
difficulties. One difficulty is that in the personal dimension, the categories of high
priest, regular priests, Levites and lay Israelites, are not phenomenologically
continuous with the categories of major and minor impurities.20 Another difficulty is
that the scheme cannot be applied to the temporal dimension because there is no
clean/unclean time.21 The schemes of both Wenham and Jenson are only true
generally and the combination of the two opposite pairs holy/profane and
purity/impurity is problematic. It would be better to keep them apart, and at the same
time to allow for both gradations within each pair and interactions between the two
pairs.
While holiness has more to do with the divine and its relation to the world,
impurity/purity has more to do with the earthly realm of human existence.22
Moreover, the distinction between holiness on the one hand and purity on the other
can be seen in the distinction between desecration and defilement.23 While
desecration denotes losing holiness, defilement means acquiring uncleanness. Their
differences can be seen in the agents of the action, the objects affected by the action
and the causes of the action.24 An example is that the Sabbath is never the subject or
object of XftU, but only the object of bbn. The point is that the two pairs holy/profane
and clean/unclean are neither totally overlapping nor totally separated.
2.2, Basic Ideas of Holiness
In the OT, holiness is basically an attribute of Yahweh. It is not just one
attribute among many, but the essential nature of Yahweh.25 Persons or objects which
are said to be holy derive their holiness in relation to Yahweh. The holiness of
persons or objects is therefore less an attribute and more a relationship.26 In the
20 Jenson 1992:37.
21 These examples are taken from Wright (1994:162).
22 Jenson 1992:47. Cf. Amorim 1985:345.
23




26 Baudissin 1878:45; Brogelmann 1935:24; Ringgren 1948:13; Joosten 1996:124; cf. Milgrom
1963:292.
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priestly theology, Jenson shows that there is a gradation of holiness. That is to say,
the proximity of persons or objects to God determines their degree of holiness. For
example, from a spatial point of view, the tabernacle and the camp define different
zones possessing different degrees of holiness: the Holy of Holies, the outer
chambers of the tabernacle and the altar, the court, and the camp. Corresponding to
this spatial dimension is the personal dimension: high priest, priests, Levites,
Israelites.27 Apart from spaces and persons, different rituals and festivals also have
different degrees of holiness.
There are various concepts relating to holiness. The first one is separation.28
Israel is a holy people because she is separated by God from other nations (e.g.
Lev 20:26). But the concern is not just separation from something, but also separation
to Yahweh.29 Secondly, holiness has a dreadful and fearful dimension. The holy God
is to be feared.30 Thirdly, holiness is contagious by touch under certain conditions.31
Cases of sancta contagion can be found in Ex 29:37; 30:26-29; Lev 6:11, 20.
Although Hag 2:10-12 is often taken as a counter-example, a more detailed
examination of it show that it actually confirms the contagious character of
holiness.32 Fourthly, holiness has a sense of wholeness.33 For example, physical
perfection is required of priests and sacrifices (Lev 21-22) although this requirement
does not apply to the laity. Fifth, holiness seems to have an ethical dimension. This
point is controversial. Some scholars detect a material aspect of holiness which lacks
any ethical connotation. In this understanding, holiness is a mysterious power which
operates "in what could be termed an amoral universe".34 While this may be true in
some cases, the ethical demand in connection with holiness is prominent in many
other passages, especially in the priestly texts (e.g. Lev 19:2; 20:7-8).35
While Yahweh is always holy, persons and objects may lose their holiness.36
Amorim usefully distinguishes two types of profanation or desecration.37 Positive
desecration should probably be called desanctification38 which means a voluntary and
27 Jenson 1992:89-148.
28 Baudissin 1878:19-22. This idea can be traced back to medieval Jewish commentators. See Wilson
(1994:85).




Ringgrcn 1948:14; Amoiim 1985:155-157; Joosten 1996:124. Against Wood 1975:177; Levine
1987b:246-247; Hartley 1992:97.
j2 For a thorough discussion, see Milgrom (1991:443-456) and Budd (1996:111-112).
"
Douglas 1966:51-53; Wenham 1979:203; Amorim 1985:161; Hartley 1992:lx.
34
Kaminsky 1995:63, 88.
35 Amorim 1985:159-161; Houston 1993:222.





necessary process by which a person or object moves from a holy realm to a common
realm. For example, a Nazirite needs to offer a sacrifice and shave his head at the end
of the time of consecration (Nu 6:13-20). Negative desecration is an act which treats
persons or objects considered holy as profane. An example is that a person profanes
God's name by swearing by it falsely (Lev 19:12).
2.3. Basic Ideas of Purity
We mentioned above that purity/impurity has to do with the human realm. The
consideration below is based on the priestly texts. In doing so, we are not unaware of
some of the complications involved. First, the dating of the priestly texts is still far
from a consensus.39 A comparison between them and Ezekiel should bear this in
mind when the question of dependence is involved. Second, even within the priestly
texts, different strata and therefore development have been detected and discussed.
Most notable is the relationship between the P texts and H texts.40
There are different categories of impurity or uncleanness which should be
distinguished. First, animals are classified as clean and unclean (Lev 11-12). An
unclean animal can never become clean and that is why some scholars call this type
"permanent uncleanness".41 Permanent uncleanness is not contagious. Unclean
animals do not pass on their uncleanness unless they are dead.42 Unclean animals
cannot be eaten or sacrificed.
The second type of impurity has different nomenclatures: levitical,43 religious,44
cultic,45 ritual,46 ceremonial,47 physical,48 permitted,49 or tolerated impurity.50 We shall
call it ritual impurity. Ritual impurity has different sources: a human corpse or an
animal carcass, leprosy,51 and regular and irregular sex related emissions from the
j9
See, for instance, the recent study of Blenkinsopp (1996).
40 For a recent discussion, see the Introduction in Milgrom (1991), esp. 13-49, and Knohl (1995).
41 Wenham 1979:20-21.
42 This point is contested. Some claim that unclean animals render unclean everyone in contact with
them. E.g. Douglas 1966:55; Andre and Ringgren 1986:332-333; Hartley 1979:719 (who later
changes his position in his Leviticus commentary). But other scholars argue that only the carcasses
of unclean (and also clean) animals can defile. E.g. Feldman 1977:50; Wenham 1979:21; Amorim
1985:271; Milgrom 1991:669; Hartley 1992:158.
43 Buchlcr 1928:214.
44 Buchler 1928:269.
45 Noth 1966:56; Bauer 1970:118.








51 For a recent discussion on the disease, see Wright and Jones (1992).
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human body. We may also include here impurity contracted unintentionally.52 Ritual
impurity is mostly contagious53 and impermanent. Ritual impurities can be classified
according to their degree of severity.54 We may consider two examples. First, semen
pollutes the man who emits it, the woman with whom he has sexual intercourse, and
any object in contact with it. They all remain unclean until the evening and require
washing (Lev 15:16-18). Second, a corpse pollutes a man who touches it or is in the
same tent with it (Nu 19). He will become unclean for seven days. Water of
purgation is needed to sprinkle on him on the third and seventh days. Washing the
clothes and bathing are also required. Moreover, anyone or anything in touch with a
corpse-contaminated person will be unclean for one day. Bathing or destruction (in
case of earthenware) is also needed. These two examples illustrate the different
contagious power of the sources and the difference in severity of the impurity.
The first two types of impurity have nothing to do with morality.55 Whether an
animal is clean or unclean certainly has no relation to human morality. Most of the
ritual impurities are inevitable or even necessary in daily life. A woman cannot help
but menstruate. Dead bodies have to be taken care of. Sexual intercourse is necessary
(at that time) for procreation to fulfil the command to be fruitful and multiply. Even
though leprosy has been used as a punishment in the cases of Miriam (Nu 12:10-15),
Gehazi (2 Kg 5:27) and Uzziah (2 Chr 26:19-21), there seems to be no necessary
connection between leprosy and the transgressions of lepers.56 The point is that "it is
not sinful to be ritually impure, and ritual impurity does not result from sin".57
However, that does not mean that ritual impurity is something that can be taken
lightly. Leprosy results in isolation from the community. All bearers of impurity are
restricted from the sanctuary and sacred materials within their habitation38 (cf.
Lev 15:31). When an unclean layperson eats the peace offerings (Lev 7:19-21) or an
unclean priest consumes a sacred portion (Lev 22:3-9), they will be cut off from the
people. Any person who is contaminated by a corpse and yet performs no purification
would defile the sanctuary and incur the same penalty (Nu 19:13). Subsequent to
Korah's rebellion, one duty of the priests and Levites is to guard the holy things and
52
Wright (1991:159) classifies this impurity as our third type of impurity.
5j For a study on the degree of communicability of different ritual impurities, see Wright (1987:179-
228).
54 Some criteria for gradations are: (1) duration of impurity; (2) method of purification; (3) power of
contagion; (4) degree of isolation. See Amorim (1985:287n.2), Wright (1991:155n.3), Douglas
(1993:154).
55
Against Gray (1903:81) who includes ritual impurity in the idea of sin.
56
Frymer-Kensky 1983:403-404; Douglas 1996:97; Klawans 1997:2-3. But see Milgrom (1991:820-
823).
57 Klawans 1997:3. See also Hartley (1992:141), Douglas (1996:96).
58
Frymer-Kensky 1983:403; Wright 1991:156. Cf. Bauer 1970:119.
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the Tent from encroachers59 (Nu 18:1-5; cf. 2 Chr 23:19). Thus, there is a need to
minimise impurity lest any contact between impurity and the sacred brings about
grave consequences.
The third type of impurity is also called by different names: spiritual,60 moral,61
figurative or metaphorical,62 prohibited impurity,63 or danger-beliefs.64 We shall call it
moral impurity. It includes impurities arising from (1) sexual sins such as adultery,
incest, bestiality, and homosexuality (Lev 18:6-23); (2) idolatry such as the Molech
cult (Lev 20:2-5); (3) illicit divination (Lev 19:26, 31); (4) intentionally eating
sacrifices while unclean (Lev 7:19-21; 22:3-7); and (5) bloodshed (Nu 35:33-34).65
By committing any of these acts, people can defile themselves with moral impurity
(Lev 18:24). They can also defile the land of Israel (Lev 18:25, 27) and even the
sanctuary (Lev 20:3).
The relationship between moral impurity and ritual impurity deserves some
attention.66 Moral impurity is often said to be used in a "figurative" or "metaphorical"
way.67 To say so means for some scholars that there is no real defilement taking
place. But as Klawans points out, there is no reason to deny a literal reading of these
passages (e.g. Lev 18) and to believe that sin can defile.68
Some differences between ritual impurity and moral impurity can be
discerned.69 First, moral impurity is not contagious by touching. One does not
contract any impurity by touching a murderer. Second, while there are purification
rites for a person's ritual impurity, there are no such rites for moral impurity.70
Rather, the person may be subjected to the rfD punishment.71 Third, ritual impurity
does not defile the land, but moral defilement of the land may lead to exile
(Lev 18:28).72 Fourth, a morally impure person is not necessarily ritually impure.73 A
59
Milgrom 1970:19-33.
60 Buchler 1928:214. Cf. Amorim 1985:309.
61 Toombs 1962:641; Meyer and Hauck 1965:416; Milgrom 1991:37; Klawans 1997:3. Cf. Amorim
1985:309.





65 For more details, see Biichler (1928:212-237).
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Milgrom (1991:37) attributes texts on ritual impurity to the Priestly Torah (P) and those on moral
impurity to the Holiness School (H).
67 See above. Cf. BUchler 1928:235; Maccoby 1999:200.
68 Klawans 1997:5-6.
69 The claim by Toombs (1962:647) or Zink (1967:360) that the OT makes no distinction between
ritual and moral impurity is a moot point.
70 Buchler 1928:216; Wright 1991:162; Klawans 1997:3.
71 For a discussion of the 1X1D punishment, see Chapter Five Section 2.2.3.
72 Cf. Amorim 1985:327.
73 Buchler 1928:235.
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case in point is idolatry. Thus, one can come up with the surprising conclusion that
"an idolater would be granted access to the sanctuary while one simply defiled by
touching a dead rat is not".74 Fifth, ritual and moral impurity differ in their relation to
controllability. According to Eilberg-Schwartz, the reason why menstrual blood and
non-seminal discharge are defiling but urine is not is that the former is uncontrollable
but not the latter. Similarly, tears, saliva and mucus are controllable and thus not
(ritually) defiling.75 That may also explain why excrement is not listed as ritually
impure.76 On the contrary, moral impurity is caused precisely by actions which are
controllable such as incest and adultery.
One implication of the distinction of the three types of impurity is that the
general claim that "the antipathy between holiness and impurity was absolute"77
needs to be nuanced. A priest is consecrated and therefore holy (Lev 8-9). But he can
be married and have sexual intercourse with his wife. By doing so, he becomes
ritually unclean. But this uncleanness does not seem to compromise his state of being
holy.78 It only bars him from approaching the sanctuary. Another example concerns
the sanctuary which can be defiled by the ritual uncleanness of the people
(Lev 15:31) or sacrifice to Molech (Lev 20:3). But again this does not seem to
compromise its holiness.79 Wright holds that some purgation offerings are holy and
impure at the same time.80 Lastly, Amorim suggests that the uncleanness of the
people of Israel is not necessarily incompatible with their holiness.81 The point is that
there are different types of impurities and they have different effects on different
things/persons. It is just not true to simply say that "what is holy is always clean".82
Rather, the antipathy between impurity and holiness is found where the sanctuary is
concerned. That is to say, any ritually impure person/thing is barred from the
sanctuary and sacred materials.
Concerning purity, we can be brief. Corresponding to the three types of
impurity are the three types of purity. First, animals can be pure/clean. Second,
persons or objects can be ritually pure. This is their neutral state. Third, persons can
be morally pure. None of these types of purity is contagious.
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Hartley 1992:141. Thus, it is equally wrong to say that "[t]he unclean and the holy are two states
which must never come in contact with each other" (Wenham 1979:19-20) or "the sacred may
never be impure" (Milgrom 1991:732).
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2.4. Approaches to Purity and Impurity
In this section, we will briefly discuss the various approaches adopted by
scholars in their studies on the idea of purity and impurity83 which is our main
concern. The discussion is not meant to be exhaustive. It aims at giving a general
picture of the current studies. That some scholars are cited under an approach does
not necessarily imply that these scholars use only that particular approach in their
studies. Rather, most scholars adopt a variety of approaches in their research.
2.4.1. Descriptive Approach
Those who seek to describe rather than explain the biblical or extra-biblical
materials on purity/impurity are said to adopt a descriptive approach. This approach
seeks to answer the questions of what comes under the rubric of pure/impure. The
description can be limited to the biblical texts or can be extended to texts in other
historical periods such as the Qumran scrolls, Mishnah and Talmud. Description of
biblical materials appears both as entries to dictionaries and encyclopaedias,84 and in
monographs.85 They may list the different kinds of ritual impurities, their sources,
their effects, and the rites for their purification. But the description can go beyond the
biblical corpus and include texts from other periods. This includes Neusner who
gives a survey of materials from the Hebrew Bible, literature of the second temple
period and the Talmud, Newton who examines the idea of purity in Qumran and
Paul, and Harrington who deals with the impurity systems of the Qumran and the
rabbis.86
2.4.2. Explanatory Approach
Instead of asking the question of what comes under the rubric of the purity
language, some scholars raise questions like "What is the basis of classification of
pure and impure animals?", "Why are there purity laws?", or "Why is there purity
language at all?". These scholars seek to explain the phenomenon of the purity
language and therefore we shall call their approaches explanatory. These approaches
may take different forms.87 The first one may be called reductionistic. It seeks to
explain what is impure by reducing it to something else. It includes a hygienic theory
8j
Neyrey (1988) has a different classification.
84
E.g. Toombs 1962; Bauer 1970; Hartley 1979; Andre and Ringgren 1986.
85
E.g. Baudissin 1878; Ringgren 1948; Amorim 1985; Gammie 1989.
86 Neusner 1973; Newton 1985; Harrington 1993.
87 Houston (1993:68-123) gives a survey and criticism of various approaches to the biblical laws of
clean and unclean animals.
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which reduces impurity to disease-causing power,88 a cultic theory which reduces
what is impure to objects of pagan cult,89 and a demonic theory which reduces
impurity to demonic forces.90
The second way to explain the purity language is to uncover the worldview of
the people and how they use the language to order their world. This is based on the
theory that the way a culture classifies objects/persons into pure/impure reflects the
worldview of this culture. This task is undertaken by many cultural anthropologists
whose results are adopted and modified by biblical scholars. Among them, two
groups can be distinguished. The first one can be called idealist or structuralist and
the second materialist.91 While the first group uses more abstract notions to denote
the worldview, the second group employs more materialistic notions. Scholars in the
first group use the notions of order vs. anomaly and wholeness vs. defects,92 or
herbivores vs. carnivores, extended to wholeness vs. blemish,93 or nature vs. culture,94
or controllable vs. uncontrollable.95 Scholars in the second group employ the notion
of death/life.96
The third way to explain the purity language is to consider its function within
the society in which it is used. The function can be social or theological. It can be
used to support the moral order of the society,97 to inculcate a reverence for life,98 to
help to differentiate and define different religious groups,99 in particular in Ezekiel to
characterise the exilic community as the true remnant,100 to serve as a mechanism for
social survival and maintenance for the exilic community as a minority group.101
Theologically, the purity language serves to distinguish Israel as a nation separated
from other nations.102
88 Doller 1917:231-235; Clements 1970:43; Harrison 1980:121-126.
89
Meyer and Hauck 1965:417; Noth 1966:56-59.
90 Doller 1917:242-247; Elliger 1966:197; Snaith 1969:69; Levine 1974:77-78.








Dillmann 1897:521; Paschen 19/0:63, 64; Feldman 1977:34-35, 35-45; Fuglister 1977:157-160;
Wenham 1983; Amorim 1985:285; Kiuchi 1987:63-65; Milgrom 1989:108; Eilberg-Schwartz
1990:182-185; Maccoby 1999:207. Cf. von Rad 1962:277.
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101 Smith 1989:11, 139-151. Cf. Herzog 1923:109-113.
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Gispen 1948:196; Andre and Ringgren 1986:331; Wright 1991:167, especially the dietary laws.
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3. Purity and Impurity in Ezekiel
In the last section we have briefly indicated the importance of the
purity/holiness language in the Book of Ezekiel. As a basis of our study on Ezekiel,
we have also discussed the holiness word group, and the various basic concepts
associated with holiness and purity. Lastly, a brief overview of different approaches
to holiness/purity has been given.
In this section we are going to investigate what has been put under the rubric of
the purity language in Ezekiel. Our approach here will be descriptive. Following the
distinctions made, both ritual and moral impurity will be examined. Since the latter
aspect is our main concern, the former aspect will only be dealt with briefly. Our
discussion is mostly restricted to Ez 1-39 although Ez 40-48 certainly contains
material pertaining especially to the issue of ritual impurity. A complete investigation
of the idea of purity/impurity and holiness in Ezekiel would therefore require a
thorough study of Ez 40-48 after the fashion of Jenson's Graded Holinessm which is
beyond the scope of the present dissertation.
3.1. Ritual Impurity
Ritual impurity does not seem to be featured much in Ez 1-39. It is restricted to
a few cases: the idea of impure food, the defiling power of corpses, and the impurity
of menstruants. Our discussion here will be brief since ritual impurity does not play
an important role in Ezekiel's idea of retribution.
3.1.1. Food
The concern for food impurity is found in Ez 4:12-15, which is part of 4:9-17
— a symbolic action concerning food supply. While some scholars hold that Ez 4:9-
17 deals with the siege food, with the possible exception of the secondary v. 13 which
introduces an exilic setting,104 others treat 4:12-15, whether secondary or not, as a
whole relating to exilic food.105 We accept the latter option basically because v. 12
cannot be seen as a continuation of vv.9-11 for the following reasons: (1) the
reversion to food in v. 12 after mentioning food and drink in vv.10-11 is odd; (2) v. 12
mentions a barley cake which is different from the siege food mentioned in v.9; (3)
10j Some discussion can be found in Haran (1979), Tuell (1992) and Kasher (1998).
104 Cooke 1936:55; Eichrodt 1970:78 (who also rearranges the text); Brownlee 1986:77; Allen
1994:70-71; also Aalders (1955:102) and Cooper (1994:97), without positing the secondary
character of v. 13.
105 Herrmann 1924:31; Wevers 1969:53-54; Carley 1974:34; Garscha 1974:90; Zimmerli 1979:170-
172; Greenberg 1983a: 119; Fuhs 1984:35; Pohlmann 1996:81; Block 1997:169.
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the feminine suffixes to the two verbs plus the feminine pronoun (in v. 12) agree with
the feminine ray but not the masculine Off? (v.9) or bDXfr (v. 10).106
In v.12 Yahweh asks Ezekiel to eat a barley cake which is to be baked by using
human excrement. An explanation of this action is given in v. 13 from the mouth of
Yahweh: "Thus the sons of Israel shall eat their bread, unclean, among the nations to
which I will banish them." The questions concerning this verse are what is unclean
and what causes the uncleanness. We will return to this. In v. 14, the prophet raises
the objection that his throat107 has not been defiled.108 Some examples are then given:
(1) an animal died of itself (nbZD); (2) an animal torn by wild animals (HS7D); and (3)
carrion flesh (Vdd "l&Q). The first two types are regarded as unclean and forbidden to
eat (Lev 7:24; 22:8; cf. Ez 44:31). On the basis of Lev 7:18 and 19:7, the third one
refers probably to sacrificial meat in the peace offering which becomes an
abomination if not eaten until the third day.109 The examples cited are all concerned
with ritual impurity. In response to his complaint, Yahweh allows Ezekiel to use
cow's dung instead of human dung.
That the word "unclean" qualifies "their food" in v. 13 is not questioned.110
Various reasons are given to explain the uncleanness. First, the cake is unclean
because it is made of a mixture of grains, which is forbidden according to Lev 19:19
or Dt 22:9-1 l.,u But this not only presupposes that the barley cake in v.12 is the
same as the bread in v.9, which we have argued against, but also misinterprets
Lev 19:19 or Dt 22:9-11 which says nothing about bread made from a mixture of
grains."2
Second, the uncleanness is caused by the way of cooking, i.e., by using human
dung as fuel, citing Dt 23:13-15 as support."3 This view assumes that human dung is
106 Both ruvi and XTH can be seen as casus pendens (Greenberg 1983a: 107; Block 1997:181).
To regard the verbal suffixes as neutral is forced (Keil 1876a:81; Aalders 1955:102). Translations
like "you shall eat it as a barley cake" are also mistaken (e.g. NRSV; Keil 1876a:78; Fisch
1950:22; Coffman 1991:55; cf. Toy 1899:6).
107 This rendition of U/D3 as "throat" provides a better parallel to "mouth" later. See Greenberg
1983a:107; Allen 1994:51; Block 1997:186.
108 The use of xb instead of pX before the participle gives a more forceful negation. See Davidson
§100 Rem.3; J.-M. §160c.
109 Zimmerli 1979:171; Greenberg 1983a:107; Wright 1987:140-143; Allen 1994:70; Block
1997:186. Kraetzsclunar (1900:1900:53), followed by Cooke (1936:56), suggests that the word is
used here in a wider sense referring to ritually unclean food.
110 Cf. NIV "defiled food". However, the grammatical relationship between nonb and XftU is not
always noted. It is explained by various grammarians. E.g. Davidson §32 Rem.2; Gibson §42
Rem.2; W.-O'C. § 14.3.3c. See also Kraetzschmar (1900:53).
111 Aalders 1955:103; Eichrodt 1970:86; Fuhs 1984:35; Brownlee 1986:77.
112 Alexander 1986:770.
113 Davidson 1916:36; Cooke 1936:55; Fisch 1950:23; Becker 1971:25; Greenberg 1983a: 107;
Brownlee 1986:77; Allen 1994:69; Cooper 1994:97; Biggs 1996:17.
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impure and its impurity is contagious. But Dt 23:13-15 does not say that human dung
is impure, only that it is something indecent (IDT mii?).114 And this precaution is
taken when the Israelites are at war (Dt 23:9).115 We noted above that excrement is
not said to be impure in the priestly texts probably because it is controllable."6
Although God's concession made in 4:15 seems to imply that the issue has to do with
the human dung, there is no clear evidence from the Pentateuch that human
excrement is unclean.117 Also, we should note that strictly speaking Ezekiel's reply in
v.14, which is concerned with unclean meat, has nothing to do with the vegetarian
bread. Thus, it may be more appropriate to say that the use of human dung addresses
the sensibilities of the priest Ezekiel."8 That is to say, human dung is repulsive and
loathsome but not ritually impure. If that is the case, then the use of cow dung would
remove the repulsion, and is equally ritually allowable.119
Third, since the cake is prepared in a foreign land which is considered unclean,
it is unclean. Josh 22:19; Am 7:17 and Hos 9:3 are cited as support.120 Undoubtedly
these verses state that foreign lands are unclean. What is not clear is why and whether
this would render food prepared there unclean. The impurity of foreign lands can be
caused by the foreigners' idolatrous actions (e.g. Lev 18:24-27; Ezr9:ll)121 or the
fact that the lands are ruled by foreign gods (e.g. 1 Sam 26:19) or that no Yahwistic
cult is possible.122 In the first case, it is not clear why food would be affected unless it
is part of the idolatrous worship. In the second case, food normally eaten after
sacrifice has been made would no longer be prepared in such a way in foreign lands.
No matter which is the case, Ezekiel's reply in v. 14 does imply that it is possible to
eat ritually pure food even in exile since at the time of this sign action Ezekiel is
already in Babylon.123
In conclusion, it is not clear what exactly causes the uncleanness of the food. It
is possible that Ezekiel extends some of the purity laws so that the use of human
dung as fuel renders the food unclean. It is also possible that the use of human dung,
114 Houston 1993:18; Tigay 1996:214.
115






Cody 1984:37; Vawter and Hoppe 1991:44. Against Craigie (1983a:34) who holds that human
dung is ritually but not naturally repugnant.
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Against those who claim that cow dung is ritually impure. E.g. Kraetzschmar 1900:53; Aalders
1955:104; Greenberg 1983a:108; Calvin 1994:122; Block 1997:187.
120 Lofthouse 1907:79; Cooke 1936:56; Zimmerli 1979:171; Greenberg 1983a: 107; Alexander
1986:770; Allen 1994:71; Block 1997:186; Friebel 1999:248.
121
Greenberg 1983a: 107; Amorim 1985:320-321.
122
Rudolph 1971:259; Jeremias 1983:116. Cf. Davies 1992:216.
12j One may consider the case of Daniel and his friends in Dan 1 where they can remain ritually pure
regarding food even in the Babylonian royal palace.
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although ritually allowed, indicates an extreme condition which is repugnant and far
from desirable as in the case of the exile. There may be cases where the Israelites
would not know whether the food they consume is clean or not. Without the cult the
people may have no way to cleanse their ritually impurity. In any case this is a
concern of ritual rather than moral impurity.
3.1.2. Corpses
A corpse is the only source of impurity that defiles persons and objects for
seven days where the defiled are able to pollute further (Nu 19:14-16). Thus, in order
to confine the impurity, corpses are removed from human habitation.124 Similar
restrictions and exclusions of other communicable impurities can also be found.125 In
Ezekiel, the defilement of corpses is found indirectly in Ez 39:11-16. After Gog and
his armies are defeated by Yahweh, their bodies have yet to be buried. For seven
months a group of searchers locate and signpost any human bone, and then a group of
buriers collect and bury it in a designated place. The purpose of this action is not to
honour the dead,126 but, as said thrice in the passage, to cleanse ("lilD) the land (vv.12,
14, 16). Although the word NOD does not appear, the context implies that the corpses
defile the land. However, nowhere else in the OT is the land said to be polluted by
corpses. Dt 21:23 may be an exception but its exact meaning is by no means
certain.127 The cleansing here in Ezekiel seems to be the concern of ritual impurity.'28
Hence, this case should not be confused with the sort of land pollution in 36:18
where moral impurity is concerned.129 In the present case Ezekiel may have extended
his priestly concern for ritual purity.
Corpses can also defile a place of worship. This can be found in Ez 6:1-7. The
text reports what God will do to the high places on the mountains of Israel. He is
going to throw the slain in front of the idols and scatter the bones around the altars.
Here purity vocabulary does not appear because the focus, as seen in Chapter Three,
is on the violation of the covenant and God's subsequent execution of the covenant
124
Although the priestly texts rarely talk about moving a corpse outside the camp (Lev 10:4-5;
Nu 5:2-4), Wright (1987:115-128) argues that the non-priestly texts reflect an ideal of moving





127 Fisch 1950:261; Aalders 1957:235; Cooper 1994:343. References are also made to Josh 8:29;
10:26-27, but what exactly defiles the land is not clear. Driver (1902:248-249) suggests that the
person must have committed a heinous offence if his body was hanged, and thus the offence
pollutes the land. Tigay (1996:198) holds that the land is polluted if the body is spread by birds,
etc. Craigie (1976:285) claims that the body defiles the land physically through decay and
symbolically because the land belongs to God.
128 Allen 1990:208; Block 1998:470. Cf. Wevers 1969:205. Against Eisemann 1988:597-598.
129 Such an association is made by Allen (1990:208).
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curses appropriate to this violation. But placing corpses and bones on the altars
defiles them. A clearer case is Ez 9:7 where Yahweh commands six executioners to
"defile the house (rPD7) and fill the courts130 with the slain". In this case, the temple
is explicitly said to be defiled by the presence of corpses.131 Outside Ezekiel, a
similar case is found in 2 Kg 23:14, 16, 20 which expound Josiah's defilement of
high places first mentioned in 2 Kg 23:8. Noting that bones themselves are a source
of defilement (Nu 19:18), Josiah's action of scattering human bones on the sites'32
and burning bones on the altar (v. 16) result in defilement (cf. 1 Kg 13:2). If impurity
has to do with death as some claim,133 then corpses and bones defile precisely because
they are associated with death. And as such, they represent exactly the opposite of
what the temple is meant to do — to bring life.134 Thus, Ezekiel follows the tradition
in holding that corpses or bones can defile the temple.
3.1.3. Menses
The root of 773 is taken to be either 773 or 773 which share the common
meaning "chase away, expel",135 or from 773 which has the basic meaning of
distancing oneself from something disgusting and abhorrent.136 The word 773 occurs
five times in Ezekiel. The meaning of menstrual impurity is found in 22:10. The
apposition 773 7U?'X in 18:6 seems to give an extended meaning of "menstruant".137 It
is known that the mentrual blood is a source of ritual impurity and any contact with it
will contract impurity (Lev 15:19-24). In particular, a man should not have sexual
intercourse with a menstruant (Lev 18:19). This prohibition recurs in Ez 18:6 and
22:10.
In Ez 7:19, 20 the word probably refers to something unclean in general,138 but
the idea of abhorrence is also present.139 When under siege, silver and gold, which
cannot buy the people food, are regarded as abhorrent, something from which to be
set apart (7:19). The interpretation of 7:20 can take two directions. First, T>73? "OX
lj0 The LXX has "the streets" (tdq o5oij<;) which may be an error inspired by 11:6. See Cooke
(1936:110), Allen (1994:123).
131 One may ask if the defilement also comes from the action of killing itself. Cf. 2 Kg 11:15.
lj2 This is already an act of defilement. See Long (1991:275). Cf. Robinson 1976:222.
13j See Section 2.4.2. above.
134
Lundquist (1983:212) suggests that the temple is associated with "abundance and prosperity". Note
that in Ez 47:1-12 it is from the temple that the life-giving water flows.
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E.g. Toy 1899:10; Herrmann 1924:50; Fisch 1950:38; Milgrom and Wright 1986:252. It is
difficult to see why Cooke (1936:82) refers 773 to the "defilement of idolatry".
139 Allen 1994:110.
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may be taken as an allusion to the temple140 with the suffix referring to Yahweh.141 As
such this verse refers to the making of idols in the temple (ID). Yahweh reacts to this
by turning it— a collective form for the idols— into an unclean thing for the people.
Second, the suffix of TH5? "OX may refer to the silver or, collectively, the gold and
silver in v. 19,142 or the people collectively.143 In either case, the beautiful ornaments
were made from the gold and silver by which (ID) images are then made. Thus, it is
also the gold and silver (as in v. 19) which God will turn into an unclean thing. The
second interpretation is preferred. First, it is odd to introduce the temple in v.20 with
the phrase TH37 'D^ without first naming the temple. Second, it is difficult to take the
singular suffix of THS7 'DX to refer to Yahweh since he is not mentioned in the
immediate context. Rather, since in v. 19 silver and gold are taken as a unit (cf.
bDV, rrn) and the people are referred to in the plural (cf. 1D,,7U7'>, 15?DU7\ IXbft'' and
suffix □"), the singular suffix refers to gold and silver as a whole. Thus, it is the
silver and gold which Yahweh turns into !773, something unclean and abhorrent. This
affirms that the concern here has more to do with ritual impurity than moral impurity.
In 36:17 1773 is used in a simile. We will deal with the text in the following
chapter, but its reference to a menstrual state is not to be doubted.
3.2. Moral Impurity
An examination of the moral impurity found in Ezekiel can be carried out from
different perspectives. First, one can consider the subject of a defiling action. It could
be Israel in general, some groups of Israelites, a foreign nation, or even God himself.
Second, one can examine what kinds of action are said to produce moral impurity.
Third, one can consider the object affected by the defiling action which could be the
Israelites themselves, a foreign nation, God, the sanctuary, or the land. These three
questions can, mutatis mutandis, be applied to moral purity. In the following
discussion, we will approach our subject from the third perspective. This is not
entirely arbitrary. First, the subject of a defiling action is mostly the Israelites,
considered collectively as a whole, a sub-group, an individual member, or
personified. Hence, a classification of the subjects involved may not be too
illuminating. Second, it is important to know what/who is affected. This, as we will
see in the following chapter, is significant for the idea of retribution. Third, the kinds
140 This interpretation is found in the Targum, which is followed by Rashi and Kimhi. See Levey
(1987:35, n. 12 to Ez 7). A contemporary follower is Block (1997:265).
141 Block 1997:262n. 106.
142
Toy 1899:10; Cooke 1936:82; Aalders 1955:146; Wevers 1969:64-65; Zimmerli 1979:199; Allen
1994:102.
143 Keil 1876a: 107; Fisch 1950:38. Cf. Eichrodt 1970:98; Brownlee 1986:111; Greenberg 1983a: 153.
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of action causing moral impurity will not be ignored but will be indicated in the
following.
Before we proceed further, it should be pointed out that different stems of XfrU
are used in Ezekiel to nuance the idea of defilement. The qal form is intransitive and
denotes a condition which is either general or attained. The most common function of
the piel form in Ezekiel is factitive, i.e., "it designates without regard to the process
the bringing about of the state depicted by an adjective".144 That is to say, it stresses
the bringing about of the impure state.145 The niphal form, which is normally the
passive or reflexive of the qal, is here the passive or reflexive of the piel form.146 It is
not always easy to determine whether it is passive or reflexive. The hitpael form147 is
primarily the reflexive of the piel,148 and as such it is also factitive,149 but it can also
have the passive meaning.150 Its relation to the niphal is difficult to determine. In
Ezekiel, while the niphal of X&13 is used only in the perfect apart from 20:30,31
where we have the participial form, the hitpael appears only in the imperfect. This
phenomenon, however, is not restricted to Ezekiel. In the whole MT, the niphal of
Nfot? occurs 16 times in the perfect and twice as a participle while all 13 occurrences
of the hitpael form are in the imperfect. Commenting on this case, BergstraBer holds
that the niphal-perfect and hitpael-imperfect supplement each other to form a
paradigm.151 Thus, the niphal and hitpael forms of KiDD are considered to be similar in
meaning.152
3.2.1. Sanctuary
In Ezekiel the Jerusalem temple or sanctuary is said to be defiled explicitly in
cases in which the piel of K&tt is used, although some other implicit cases can be
detected. The first case is found in Ez 5:1 la in which Jerusalem is accused of defiling
Yahweh's sanctuary (IZHpiD) with all her detestable things (□^IptP)'53 and all her
144 W.-O'C. §24. lh. Their discussion is strongly influenced by Jenni (1968). See also J.-M. §52d.
145 In contrast, the piel of Xfrt3 in Leviticus is mostly declarative-estimative, i.e., to declare someone to
be in the impure state (e.g. Lev 13:3, 8, 11, 15, 20). For this use, see Jenni (1968:40-43), GKC
§52g, J.-M. §52d, W.-O'C. §24.2fg.
146 Siebesma 1991:51. Cf. BDB 379.
147 The pual is used once in Ez 4:14 as a participle.
148 GKC §54d; J.-M. §53i; W.-O'C. §26.2a.
149 W.-O'C. §26.2b.
150 J.-M. §53i. But Siebesma (1991:167) remarks that the hitpael only rarely has a passive meaning.
151
BergstraBer 1929:90. His opinion is followed by W.-O'C. §23.6.4a. Siebesma (1991:169) lists
more verbs possessing this property.
152 Lev 18:24 is an example in which both the hitpael and niphal forms are used without any difference
in meaning (W.-O'C. §23.6.4a). Hartley's translation of the niphal as if it were a qal is incorrect
(1992:281). See also Lev 11:43.
15j The phrase 1 "pSIpttvPSD is not rendered in the LXX. But its combination with "abominations"
occurs at 11:18, 21. This could be the result of homoioteleuton (Block 1997:205).
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abominations (rQ3?in). The word DTlptP' occurs eight times and only in the plural in
Ezekiel,154 four times it is used with nDVin.155 Its cognate f j?ti? occurs predominantly
in Leviticus,156 referring to animals that Israelites should abhor or find detestable.157
This detestable dimension may also have been retained in the word OTli?U?, which
refers mostly to foreign gods or idols, especially in Deuteronomy and Kings.158 This
is probably its meaning here, but one may ask whether the detestable idols
themselves can defile the sanctuary. In Lev 19:4 and 26:1-2 idols are proscribed but
not described as impure. EzekieTs contemporary Jeremiah accuses the Israelites
twice of setting up idols in God's temple to defile it (7:30; 32:34). The x7-
infinitive IN&Ub in Jer 7:30; 32:34 signifies either purpose or consecution. In either
case, it is the whole action of setting the idols in the temple, not the idols themselves,
that causes the defilement.159 It is probably the same in Ezekiel.
The word rDlfin refers to something "which is excluded by its very nature, that
which seems dangerous or sinister".160 Its reference ranges from antisocial behaviour
to pagan worship.161 In the cultic realm, it refers to either cultic practices or objects
which have no proper place in the cult.162 In Ezekiel it often refers to cultic
offences.163 In Ez 5:11 it probably refers to the cultic practices more than abominable
objects164 because in 5:9 the same word is used as a keyword to sum up the
misbehaviour of Jerusalem listed in 5:6-7. In the present context, the abominable
practice is related to idols. The connection between abominable acts and its defiling
power echoes the priestly texts.165 In particular, Lev 20:3 relates the Molech cult with
defilement of the sanctuary.166 Another reference is 2 Chr 36:14 where performing the
abominable acts of the nations will result in defiling God's temple.
In light of this we may consider the abominations in Ez 8:3-17. In a vision,
Ezekiel is brought to Jerusalem where he is told four times (vv.6, 9, 13, 15) to
witness the (great) abominations committed within it. It is not our purpose to
154 5:1 1; 7:20; 11:18, 21; 20:7, 8, 30; 37:23.
155 5:1 1; 7:20; 11:18, 21. Elsewhere only in 2 Kg 23:13; Jer 16:18. Cf. Dt 7:25-26; Jer 32:34-35.
156
E.g. Lev 7:21; 11:10, 11, 12. Also Is 66:17; Ez 8:10.
157 Budd 1996:166. But whether detestable animals are clean is controversial. See Milgrom (1992).
158
E.g. Dt 29:16; lKg 11:5, 7; 2 Kg 23:13, 24. See von Orelli (1888:26) and Paschen (1970:66).
159




162 The meaning "die fremden Gotter und ihre Kultbilder" proposed by Paschen (1970:67) is too
restricted.
163 Hossfeld 1977:112; Zimmerli 1979:190; Ohnesorge 1991:39. For a more detailed study, see
Sedlmeier (1990:203-211).
164 See the translations in Allen (1994:48), Pohlmann (1996:80), Block (1997:205). Against
Greenberg 1983a: 100.
165 Cf. Allen 1994:75. But Kruger (1989:84) links this passage to the Deuteronom(ist)ic literature.
166 Note the use of 1270b in Lev 20:3 as indicating result. See Brongers (1973:89).
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examine in details the four abominations described or whether the description is
anachronistic.167 The text shows an inward movement from the north gateway of the
city wall to the inner court of the temple.168 As the prophet moves inward, he sees
greater abominations. As there is an increasing degree of holiness from the outside to
the inside of the temple,169 the abominations are therefore more and more defiling.
This section differs from other passages on the idolatry of Israelites in that the nature
of the offence is more explicitly stated. The first one, the image of jealousy (v.3), is
generally recognised to refer to the Phoenician goddess Asherah.170 The second
abomination refers to the seventy elders' offering of incense in a room full of
detestable animals and idols in relief (vv.10-11). The offence consists not only in that
the animals and idols are worshipped, but also in that they violate the requirement
that only the Aaronites can offer incense (Nu 16:40). The third refers probably to the
enacting of rites surrounding the goddess Tammuz by professional cultic personnel
(v. 14).171 As the climax of the series, the last abomination, which takes place within
the temple somewhere between the porch and altar, is the most defiling. The
description points to worship in the sun cult. By turning their backs to the temple of
Yahweh, these worshippers express a gesture of rejection of the Yahwistic cult in
favour of another deity.172 In this account the Israelites, whether the leaders or the
common people, are accused of idolatry which consists in worshipping deities other
than Yahweh. According to Faur, idolatry can take two forms: the worshipping of
pagan gods on the one hand and worshipping God with unprescribed ritual on the
other.173 While 5:11 and 8:3-17 belong to the former form, 6:1-7 which refers to
worship on the high places and is hence illegitimate belongs to the second form.
There is no doubt that that these acts are seen as defiling the temple.
Another case of clearly defiling the sanctuary appears in Ez 23:38 which
belongs to an indictment of Oholah and Oholibah (23:36-45). In v.37 they are
accused of adultery with idols (□,blb^) and bloodguilt by offering their children to the
idols as food. When they do these to God, they defile God's sanctuary (v.38). The
167 For a review, see Ackerman (1992:47-51), Allen (1994:141), Duguid (1994:65-67).
168 This represents the viewpoint of Wevers (1969:67), Carley (1974:52-54), Zimmerli (1979:236-
237), Vogt (1981:42-45), Ackerman (1992:54-55) and Allen (1994:139-141).
169 For this, see Jenson (1992:89-93).
170 Eichrodt 1970:122-123; Carley 1974:53; Craigie 1983a:57; Greenberg 1983a: 168; Blenkinsopp
1990:54; Ackerman 1992:61-62; Allen 1994:142.
171
Dijkstra 1996:97-104. Noting that the Tammuz cult is a fertility cult, Siedlecki interestingly points
out that this abomination reflects a conflict between male and female power regarding procreation
(1991:38).
172 Ackerman 1992:98; Allen 1994:145; Dijkstra 1996:106; against Taylor (1993:148-158) who
argues for a syncretistic solar-Yahwistic rite.
17j Faur 1978:13-14. For a recent discussion on the various types of idolatry, see Halbertal and
Margalit (1994:236-240).
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word D,Vl,7l occurs 39 times in Ezekiel in a variety of contexts.174 Basically it refers
to pagan idols'75 and is used in polemics against the idols.176 It is closely related to
impurity,177 and often linked to the defilement of the people. More on this will be said
below. The idea of offering children to idols, the male images (16:17), as food recalls
Ez 16:20-21. Both passages contain features pertaining to the Molech cult.178 Here the
Molech cult is linked to adultery. This, as noted in Chapter Two, is common in the
OT. As to the defilement of the sanctuary by the Molech cult, a parallel can be found
in Lev 20:3. Thus, Ezekiel is in the priestly tradition in this particular aspect.179
To conclude, firstly, according to Ezekiel, God's sanctuary is defiled by
improper actions rather than by objects themselves. Secondly, these actions, when
performed by the people (basically referred to as from Jerusalem or as Jerusalem
personified), can be summed up by the word "idolatry". The two forms of idolatry
suggested by Faur are found in Ezekiel and they are both defiling. In the following
chapter we will explore further the connection between idolatry and defilement of
temple and its relation to retribution.
3.2.2. Land
The idea of the defilement of land appears just a few times in Ezekiel, but it
plays a significant role in Ezekiel's theology of retribution. It is found in Ez 36:17-
18, and only the piel form of KftU is used. These verses belong to the section 36:16-
38 which is concerned with the future salvation of Israel. While vv.17-19 speaks of
the uncleanness of Israel which has a counterpart in vv.24-32 on future purification,
vv.20-21 is concerned with the profanation of Yahweh's holy name which is rectified
in vv.22-23.180
Vv.17-18 can be translated as: "Son ofman, the house of Israel, while dwelling
on their land,181 defiled it by their way and their deeds; like the impurity of
menstruation was their way before me. Then I poured out my wrath upon them182 on
account of the blood which they poured upon the land, and by their idols they defiled
174 Bodi 1993:491-508.
175 And therefore it does not refer to "a sin of idolatry" as PreuB claims (1978:2).
176 This observation holds good for the MT. The LXX has different renderings which do not always
have a negative connotation. See Kennedy (1994:203-204).
177 PreuB 1978:3; Bodi 1993:509-510.
178 Heider 1985:365-368; Day 1989:15.
179
Milgrom would probably specify that priestly tradition to be H (cf. 1991:49).
180 For this chiastic structure, see Parunak (1978:472), Allen (1990:177). Cf. Maarsingh 1991:65.
'81 The participle indicates a circumstantial clause. E.g. Cooke 1936:395; Hossfeld 1977:290;
Allen 1990:175; Greenberg 1997:727; Block 1998:343.
182 The rest of this verse is not represented in LXX. This may be a later elaboration. See Allen
(1990:176), Greenberg (1997:728).
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it". In v.17 the land (n&7X) is said to be defiled by Israel's general conduct and
particular acts (mb'bi?! "|Y7). The combination "conduct and particular acts" is
generic but always negative in Ezekiel.183 It is elaborated in v. 18 as bloodshed and
idolatry which are denounced elsewhere in Ezekiel (e.g. 22:3, 6; 23:37).184 What is
not clear is whether bloodshed in this case has to do with social violence or idolatry.
In view of the occurrence of the pair elsewhere in Ezekiel (e.g. 22:4), the former is
more probable.185 V.18 repeats again that Israel defiles the land (pX) by their idols,
meaning the worship of the idols.186
Another reference is found in Ez 22:24 where the land is described as "not
purified" (rnn'OO X'b).187 According to Greenberg, the passive construction (pual
participle) implies "failure, or lack, of efforts to purify".188 There is no purification of
the land. The implication is that the land is unclean. The cause of this uncleanness is
detailed in w.25-29 which includes the misconduct of every group of the leaders: the
princes are charged with bloodshed and robbery; the priests violate the law and make
no distinction between the holy and profane, the clean and unclean; the officials are
again charged with bloodshed and dishonest gain; the prophets tell no truth; and the
people of the land (i.e., the nobility) practise extortion and oppression. All these
wrongdoings of the leadership cause the defilement of the land.
The metaphor in 24:1-14 names Jerusalem as "a city of blood" and compares it
to a copper pot with nxbn. According to v. 11, HXbn is an unclean substance inside
the pot that will be consumed by overheating. Since copper does not rust, the word
probably refers to "encrusted residue of cooked matter stuck to the inside of the
pot" 189 -phis encrusted impurity is immediately equated to the bloodguilt in v.7.190 If
the pot represents the city, the meat the inhabitants, and the impurity the bloodguilt,
then the impurity of the pot caused by the meat stands for the city's impurity of
bloodguilt caused by the inhabitants. The verb "to purify" ("irtU piel) is used to
183
14:22, 23; 20:43, 44; 24:14; 36:19.
184 Kutsko (1997:129-133) interestingly argues that the prohibitions against bloodshed and idolatry go
back to the idea that humanity is created in the image of God.
185 Keil 1876b: 107; Fisch 1950:242; Hossfeld 1977:304; Alexander 1986:920; Tidiman 1987:143;
Blenkinsopp 1990:165; Maarsingh 1991:66; Ohnesorge 1991:263n.252; against Kraetzschmar
1900:103; Haag 1943:22; Block 1998:347.
186 Cf. Levey 1987:101.
187 The LXX renders it as oi) Ppe^opevr] "not rained on", reflecting rnt2£. This is adopted by
Zimmerli (1979:465), Allen (1990:32). However, the idea of cleansing is found in the preceding




Greenberg 1997:499. See also Wevers (1969:141), Cooper (1994:236), NIV's "encrusted" or
"deposit". Against Cooke's (1936:267) and Zimmerli's (1979:494) "rust". Block's (1997:778)
understanding of it as meat is unfounded in view of v.6 where it is distinguished from the meat.
190 Cooke 1936:267; Brownlee 1972:25; Greenberg 1997:504.
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denote God's cleansing of this impurity, but it is to no avail (vv.12-13; cf. v.6).
Therefore, the city has not been cleansed and will be clean ("intt qal) no more until a
more drastic action of God is executed. Although this passage speaks not of the
defilement of a land but of a city, its inclusion here is not inappropriate. We may
compare this passage to 22:24 where there is no purification of the land. Both texts
present a gloomy picture of the land/Jerusalem: it is not clean, and it refuses to be
cleansed.
In the priestly texts, the land is defiled by illicit sexual relations (Lev 18), the
Molech cult (Lev 18:21), and murder (Nu 35:34). The last passage lays down that
bloodshed, which defiles the land, should be avoided because God dwells in the land.
God's presence in the land demands that the land be clean.191 The indwelling of God
in the land can also be found in Ezekiel. In a salvation oracle Yahweh promises to
dwell among the people (37:27). The presence of his glory in Jerusalem before its
departure demonstrates that he dwelled among the people. More definitely, Yahweh
is in the midst of the people on earth at the time of Israel's disaster (35:10). Several
times the land of Israel is referred to as his land (36:5, 20; 38:16). Thus, it is probable
that as in the priestly texts Ezekiel correlates Yahweh's dwelling in the land with the
requirement that the land be clean. Elsewhere the land is defiled by hanging
overnight a criminal's corpse (Dt 21:23) and idolatry (Jer2:7). If we take into
account the phrase pINI! 1317, we have Nu 35:33 (murder), Ps 106:38 (children
sacrificed to idols), Is 24:5 (violation of laws and statutes and breaking of covenant),
Jer3:l (marriage of a divorced woman); 3:2 (whoredom and wickedness); 3:9
(idolatry). Thus, EzekieTs attribution of bloodshed and idolatry (as a generalisation
of the Molech cult) as causes for the defilement of the land is in line with the priestly
tradition.
3.2.3. People
The impurity language in Ezekiel is frequently concerned with the defilement
of the people. It is in this case that the qal, niphal, piel and hitpael forms of NDD are
used. The piel forms are often used in relation to sexual defilement, the concern of
which is not ritual but moral. In 18:6, 11, 15 a man defiling his neighbour's wife is a
criterion for his unrighteousness. This idea of defilement is less concerned with ritual
defilement as a result of sexual intercourse,192 and more with moral defilement due to
adultery.193 In particular, 18:6b seems to be an abbreviated reversed form of
See further Joosten (1996:176-180).
192
Against Cooke 1936:198; Zimmerli 1979:380.
193 Keil 1876a:250; Fisch 1950:109; Greenberg 1983a:329; Allen 1994:274; Block 1997:571.
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Lev 18:19-20, concerning with both adultery and sexual relationship with a
menstruant. As a formal criterion for unrighteousness, the prohibition applies not just
to the people in Jerusalem, but to any single Israelite, or a generation of Israelites,194
or even a future generation of Israelites.195 In fact, the Jerusalemites'96 are indicted for
committing such an offence in 33:26. It also appears in the judgement of Jerusalem
but without actually using the word NftO (22:1 laa: "each one commits abomination
with his neighbour's wife"). The piel is also used in a case of incest in 22:1 lap where
one is accused of defiling his daughter-in-law. The parallel phrase in 22:11b may
point to the defiling nature of another crime of incest: one violates (H327) his sister.
Another use of the piel related to sex is found in 23:17 where the Babylonians are
said to defile Oholibah. Within Ez 23 Oholibah (as a byname for Jerusalem) is
depicted as a married woman, and hence her defilement is a result of adultery.
While adultery and incest are sexual misconduct prohibited both in the
Decalogue (Ex 20:14; Dt5:18) and the priestly texts (e.g. Lev 18:6-16, 20), it is
never said that the man defiles (NOD, piel) the woman with whom he commits the
offence. For example, in Lev 18:20 where the man who commits adultery with his
kinsman's wife is said to become defiled with her (nirnNODb, qal), no defilement of
the woman is explicitly mentioned. Similarly, in Nu5:13 the married woman who
commits adultery is said to defile herself (nNODJ, niphal). In cases like these, the
emphasis is put on the offender him/herself. That is to say, the one who commits
adultery will bring him/herself into a dangerous state, namely, defilement. The point
is to warn the people not to commit such an offence. In contrast, Ezekiel underlines
the responsibility of the people to bring about defilement not only on himself, but
also on the others. Even if the offender does not care about his own condition, he
should know that the offence brings defilement to the other person.
There are two more uses of the piel. Its use in Ez 20:26 is unique in the MT in
that Yahweh is the subject of the verb NOD (piel) with the second generation in the
wilderness as object. Contrary to most translations which takes the piel of NOD as
factitive in meaning,197 it is better to take it as declarative-estimative in meaning.198
Thus, the text reads "I declared them unclean ...". The reason for such a declaration
194
Joyce (1989:46-47) argues that the legal language in Ez 18 is reapplied on a communal or national
level.
195 See the discussion in Matties (1990:159-196).
196 The accused is actually called "the inhabitants of these waste places in the land of Israel" (33:24).
That it refers to the Jerusalemites is held by Greenberg (1997:684).
197 Keil 1876a:271; Ewald 1880:104; Smend 1880:132; Toy 1899:32; Kraetzschmar 1900:173;
Herrmann 1924:120; Cooke 1936:218; Fisch 1950:126; Noordtzij 1957:215; Zimmerli 1979:401;
Greenberg 1983a:361; Dijkstra 1986:193; Ohnesorge 1991:178; Block 1997:634. Or, less strongly
as "I let them be defiled" (Davidson 1916:156; NIV). Cf. Allen 1990:2.
198 Sedlmeier 1990:283.
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is based on their behaviour stated in v.26ap. The phrase Dm 1DD_t7D TDS?rD points
to the practice of the Molech cult, especially when it is read with v.31.199 The
people's action is sometimes seen as a result of following200 or misinterpreting201 the
no-good laws in 20:25. The assumption is that the people now obey these no-good
laws, but this is not clear in the text. Moreover, the people are never said to have
followed any ofGod's laws in Ez 20 (but only their fathers' as in 20:18). It is equally
mistaken to claim that God demands the people to sacrifice their firstborn.202 Rather,
God declares them unclean when they perform this idolatrous act. In the two previous
occurrences of NDD (hitpael) in Ez 20, God commands the first and second
generations not to defile themselves with the idols (vv.7, 18), but they do not heed
his commands. They do defile themselves with idols. Thus, this declaration comes a
suitable conclusion to these commands. They are now formally declared unclean by
God. His purpose is not, as some claim, to desolate them203, but to appal them204 so
that they will know he is Yahweh.
The last use of the piel form is found in 37:23. However, the use here is
anomalous because it has no direct object. Thus, it is often translated as if it were a
reflexive205 or a passive.206 The MT reads The consonants certainly do not
support a niphal reading. The only reasonable change is to repoint it as a hitpael:
3KDD\207 This brings it in line with other hitpael uses in Ezekiel which will be dealt
with shortly.
The qal forms are found in 22:3, 4 (Jerusalem) and 23:17 (Oholibah). In the
first two cases Jerusalem is indicted for both social offences (i.e., bloodshed) and
cultic offences (i.e., idolatry). But the fact that she is in a state of uncleanness (hence
the use of qal) is attributed only to the making of idols. This is made clear both in
199 Heider 1985:371.
200 Davidson 1916:156; Greenberg 1983a:368-369; Dijkstra 1986:202; Ohnesorge 1991:178; Eslinger
1998:108.
201 Wevers 1969:118; Zimmerli 1979:411; Heider 1985:372; Allen 1990:12. Various interpretations
have been offered to explain this difficult passage. See Block (1997:639) for a summary. For its
Wirkungsgeschichte in ancient Judaism and early Christianity, see van der Horst (1992).
202 As Block (1997:637) claims.
203
Greenberg 1983a:369; Heider 1985:372n.738; Allen 1990:2; Block 1997:634.
204 □OW'X (v.26ba) is taken to mean "I might horrify them". E.g. Kraetzschmar 1900:173; Herrmann
1924:120; Cooke 1936:219; van den Born 1954:126; Zimmerli 1979:401; Vogt 1981:125; RSV;
NRSV; NIV. Cf. Ez 32:10. Moreover, the idea that God does not actually destroy them is a motif
in vv.3-29. Four times the Israelites are said to rebel against God or disobey his statutes (vv.8a,
13a, 16, 21a), and four times it is mentioned that God refrains from destroying them (vv.8b-9, 13b-
14, 17, 21b-22).
205 Keil 1876b: 130; Kraetzschmar 1900:253; Herrmann 1924:234; Bertholet 1936:128; Cooke
1936:402; Schumpp 1942:186; Fisch 1950:251; Zimmerli 1983:270; Dijkstra 1989:136; Allen





22:3 where she is charged with making idols for her208 so that she becomes unclean
(nXfrWb), and in 22:4. In both cases, bloodshed is also mentioned but not linked to
impurity.209 In v.5 the same distinction continues: she is said to have an impure name
(Dt^'n DN/Dtt) and is full of tumult (nftin&n nil"l). The first designation shows that
Jerusalem is well-known for her uncleanness while the second probably refers to her
social disorder (cf. Am 3:9).210 It is important to note that at the beginning of the
accusation in Ez 22, the impure state of Jerusalem is stressed. In 23:17 after it is said
that the Babylonians defile (piel) Oholibah, she is said to be in an impure state (qal).
This combination underlines the uncleanness of Oholibah instead of the Babylonians.
The hitpael forms appear in 14:11; 20:7, 18 and 37:23 (after emendation). This
form is basically reflexive and factitive. In 14:1-11 Yahweh gives a harsh reply to the
elders among the exiles because they are charged with "bringing up their idols on
their heart and placing a stumbling block of their iniquity before them". The phrase
nbv(n) refers to thinking.211 The people are accused of thinking of the idols.
The expression is unique to Ezekiel. In its six occurrences it is closely
connected to idols.212 In 14:11 one goal of God's punishment is that the house of
Israel will never defile themselves with all their transgressions (DrPl^'D-^) which,
in this case, refer to idolatry.213 In the future, the house of Israel will not bring
themselves any more into a state of defilement through idolatry, but in the present
they are. A combination of transgression and idolatry is also found in 37:23a
although there they may not be equivalent. But again, it refers to a future situation in
which the Israelites will not defile themselves with idols and transgressions. The
basis for this is that God will cleanse them (v.23b, "IHtt piel). In 20:7 Yahweh
commands the first generation of Israelites not to defile themselves by the Egyptian
idols.214 The same command is repeated in 20:18 for the second generation, although
in both cases the command falls on deaf ears.
The niphal forms appear in 20:30, 31, 43; 23:7, 13, 30. As mentioned above,
the niphal-perfect forms a paradigm with the hitpael-imperfect and is therefore




210 Zimmerli 1979:457; Allen 1990:30; Greenberg 1997:453.
211 BDB 749; Allen 1994:192. Against Schoneveld (1969) who suggests the actual wearing of an
amulet or tattoo on the breast.
212
Taylor 1969:126; Duguid 1994:117; Stevenson 1996:73. Its association with idols is therefore
closer than Block thinks (1997:146-147).
213 Cf. Ohnesorge 1991:113n. 122.
214 Jenni (1992:145) claims that 3 in 20:7, 18 is beth instrument. Thus, both verses refer to people
that defile themselves by means of idols.
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reflexive and factitive in meaning in these cases.215 The niphal participle of NDU is
only found in 20:30 and 31. In these verses, God first asks the exiles, the addressees
of Ezekiel (20:1), if they are defiling themselves in the way of their fathers and then
proceeds to answer affirmatively that they are defiling themselves with their idols. In
v.31 the Molech cult is mentioned, referring back to v.26. Later in a salvation oracle
concerning the future of the Israelites, they will remember the ways and deeds by
which they defile themselves on the land of Israel to which Yahweh will bring them
from among the nations (20:43). In the context of the chapter, the defilement here
refers to the result of idolatry as in 20:7, 18.
Ez 23:7a describes how Oholah (i.e., Samaria) bestows her harlotry to the
choicest Assyrian men. Then in 23:7b DrpVl<?}~'7:n is apposed to and defines more
clearly rD3W*llP'X bDD.216 That is, all that she lusts after p7V) are their idols (i.e., the
Assyrian's idols),217 and it is with these idols that she defiles herself. Her sister,
Oholibah (i.e., Jerusalem), follows suit and is even worse. In 23:13 Oholibah defiles
herself in the same way as her sister, meaning, with the idols of the Assyrians
although this is not mentioned explicitly. She is indeed worse than Oholah because
she even defiles herself with the idols of the nations, not just Assyria (23:30).
Throughout Ez 23:1-35 a distinction between defilement as a result of adultery and
that of idolatry is made. In the first case, the piel forms of are used (23:17)
whereas in the second case the niphal forms are used (vv. 7, 13, 30). Moreover, the
verbs H3T and its cognates are used only to describe Oholah/Oholibah's relationship
with the nations, but never with the idols. It is only in v.37 that *1X3 is used to
characterise the relationship ofOholah or Oholibah with the idols.
The self-defilement of the people with idols or iniquities (]U7) is further seen in
the salvation oracle in 36:16-38, especially in vv.25, 29, 33. The first half of v.25
speaks of God sprinkling clean water upon the house of Israel so that they shall
become clean. Then in v.25b God will purify (7I7D piel) the people from their
uncleanness and from their idols.218 The "uncleanness" in v.29 has no reference but
echoes the conduct of the people in v. 17. Lastly in v.33 God will cleanse the people
215 Cf. the translations ofZimmerli, Greenbcrg , Allen, and NRSV.
216 Keil 1876a:324; Smend 1880:158; van den Born 1954:146. The addition of "and" between these
phrases overlooks the apposition between them (e.g. Dijkstra 1986:232; Einheitstibersetzung).
Some others render 23:7b as "she defiled herself with all the idols of all those after whom she
lusted" (e.g. Kraetzschmar 1900:189; Herrmann 1924:140; Zimmerli 1979:472). In this case the
suffix of "idols" refers to all after whom she lusted.
217 Fisch 1950:151; Greenberg 1997:476.
218 Different from the accentuation of the MT, the LXX links v.25bafi to v.25a and adds a copula to
v.25by to make it an independent clause, and the NRSV connects v.25a to v.25ba.
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from their iniquities. These verses suggest that the people are defiled with their idols
and iniquities, and in the future God will purify them from this defilement.
Surprisingly, a person's defilement with idols is not very prominent elsewhere
in the OT. In Lev 18:24 and 30 the Israelites are asked not to defile themselves
(hitpael) with the list of prohibitions in 18:2-23, including sacrifices to Molech.
Again in Lev 18:24 the nations defile themselves (niphal) precisely in these ways.
Jer 2:23 makes a parallel between Israel's not defiling itself (niphal) and its not going
after the Baals. That is to say, by committing idolatry in following the Baals Israel
defiles itself. Ps 106:39 links defilement (qal) more explicitly with idols in general
and sacrifice of children in particular (vv.36-38). Lastly, one may refer to Gen 35:1-4.
In this passage Jacob is summoned by God to go to Bethel and make an altar there.
Before he starts the journey, he commands his household to put away the foreign
gods and purify themselves. Later Jacob hides these gods under a oak tree. Although
the meaning of these actions admits of different interpretations, the connection
between the presence of foreign gods and the need for purification seems certain.219
We can perhaps also mention Lev 19:31 where consulting mediums and wizards will
result in defilement. Thus, Ezekiel's concern with defilement with idols is much
more emphatic than the rest of the OT.
Some conclusions can be drawn. First, the piel form of Xfrtt with a human as
subject is factitive in meaning, referring to the case when a man defiles a woman by
illicit sexual intercourse. In these cases, the emphasis is on the power of the act to
defile. In its only occurrence with Yahweh as subject (20:26), it is declarative in
meaning. Second, the qal, niphal and hitpael forms are employed when the
defilement of a person is connected with idols. The only exception is 23:17 where the
qal is used for defilement by illicit sex, but it appears after the piel form in the same
verse. The reflexive niphal and hitpael point out that the agent of defilement is the
subject itself. In these cases, the emphasis is on the subjects themselves who bring
about the state of defilement upon themselves with idols. Idols themselves are never
the subject of Xtttt (piel), and are therefore never said to defile. Third, not only the
past and present Israel/Jerusalem but also the present generation of exiles are
characterised by defilement with idols. It is only in the future that Israel will be free
from such a defilement (14:11; 36:25; 37:23).
219 For a recent interpretation of this passage, see Pagolu (1998:231-241).
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3.2.4. God's Holy Name
Within the OT, defilement of God's holy name is found only in Ez 43:7-8.
Elsewhere his name is said to be profaned rather than defiled.220 This passage seems
to say that impurity is caused by the proximity of graves of the kings to the temple.
Various meanings are given to the word "UD. First, following a lead from Ugaritic,
Neiman suggests the meaning "stele".221 Second, Ebach argues that it means offering
for the dead.222 Third, it refers to a corpse223 or its extended meaning "idol".224 In view
of its use elsewhere in the OT,225 the last meaning is most probable. Thus, the point is
that the kings are buried too closely to the temple. Moreover, v.8 seems to point to
the infringement of sacred space by the people. This recalls texts like 2 Kg 11 where
the temple forms part of the royal palace complex. These actions are termed
"abominations" by which the people and the former kings defile God's holy name.
However, when observed closely, it seems that the concern here is more the temple
than the name of God. Not only does the section 43:6-9 form part of the temple tour.
vv.7-8 speak about the temple. So, it may be possible that here God's holy name is a
designation of the temple,226 although we must admit that this designation is never
found elsewhere in Ezekiel.227
4. Profanation and Sanctification in Ezekiel
In the last section we noted that Ezekiel has a great concern with impurity,
especially moral impurity. Belonging also to the related concepts of holiness are the
polar concepts of profanation and sanctification. Since these concepts are less related
to our concern, we will only refer to this briefly.
Regarding profanation, that which can be profaned includes the sancta (e.g.
7:21; 22:26), the sanctuary (e.g. with Yahweh as subject: 24:21; with a human
subject: 23:38; 44:7), the Sabbaths (e.g. 20:13, 16, 21, 24; 22:8; 23:38), God's holy
name (e.g. 20:9, 14, 22, 39; 36:20, 21, 22, 23; 39:7), and even God himself (e.g.
13:19; 22:26). Regarding sanctification, note firstly that the noun UHp, which occurs
57 times in Ezekiel, is mostly in construct with another noun and so functions as an
adjective. These include "holy name" (e.g. 20:39; 36:20), "holy mountain" (e.g.
220 The LXX here twice renders XOU by pepr)A,6co which normally translates bbn, whereas the regular
rendering for NOD is giaivco. See Amorim (1985:194n. 1).
221 Neiman (1948), followed by Zimmerli (1983:417), Allen (1990:238), Duguid (1994:41).
222 Ebach (1971), followed by Dijkstra (1989:164), Block (1998:575).
22j Most commentaries; Wright 1987:124; Bloch-Smith 1992:116.
224 Keil 1876b:281. Cf. "lifeless idols" in NIV.
225
Wright 1987:123-124.
226 Amorim 1985:195; Wright 1987:123; Bloch-Smith 1992:119.
227 Cf. Ez 22:5 where DUT! nXQO is a designation of Jerusalem.
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20:40; 28:14), "Holy of Holies" (e.g. 41:4; 42:13; 48:12), "holy chambers" (e.g.
42:13; 4:19; 46:19), "holy garments" (42:14), and "holy portion" (e.g. 45:1, 4).
Secondly, it is also in its absolute form to refer to holy things (e.g. 20:40; 22:8),
offerings (e.g. 36:38),228 holy place (e.g. 41:21; 42:14), and holiness in opposition to
the common (e.g. 22:26; 42:20; 44:23). The verb IZHp has mostly Yahweh as subject,
with exceptions in 20:20 and Ez 40-48.229 The object of the verb includes the
Israelites (e.g. 20:12; 37:28), Yahweh himself (e.g. 20:41; 38:23) and Yahweh's
name (e.g. 36:23).
The above consideration is extremely brief. Details such as what sorts of
actions are involved and in what contexts the profanation or sanctification takes place
are omitted. While our limitation prevents us from delving into it further, we may
note that just as in the case of purity and impurity in which Israel's past is
characterised as a period of defilement and its future as a period that presupposes
purification, Israel's past is also characterised as a period in which Yahweh's name
and sanctuary are profaned and its future is characterised as a period of sanctification
of Yahweh's name and sanctuary.230
5. Conclusion
This chapter examines the idea of purity and impurity in Ezekiel to provide the
basis for the investigation of the relation between impurity and retribution in the
following chapter. We started with a general discussion on the holiness word group,
paying particular attention to purity/impurity. There are three types of impurity:
permanent, ritual and moral. Of particular importance is the last type, although
Ezekiel is concerned with ritual impurity. He takes care to ensure that food prepared
in exile is not defiling or at least not repulsive. He follows the tradition of regarding
scattering bones around places of worship as a way of defiling the places. His
preoccupation with the impurity of corpses, which are able to defile even the land,
exceeds the priestly concern as shown, for instance, in Leviticus. But the main
concern for Ezekiel remains moral impurity.
In the priestly texts, moral impurity is caused by sexual sins, the Molech cult,
illicit divination, deliberately eating sacrifices while impure, and bloodshed. Some of
these are found in Ezekiel. While in the priestly texts offenders of sexual sins are
often said to defile themselves, in Ezekiel it is often the male who is said to defile the
female by those sins. The stress is not on warning people not to commit those sins as
228 For this understanding, see Greenberg (1997:727).
229
Against Joyce (1989:104) who says that the subject is "invariably Yahweh himself'.
2j0 Luc (1983) provides a study in this direction which, however, suffers many imprecisions.
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in Leviticus, but on showing the devastating effect such an offence has on other
people. While sexual sin is mainly responsible for the defilement of the land
(followed by an exile) in the priestly texts (e.g. Lev 18), its importance in Ezekiel in
the defilement of land is of less significance, but not totally absent. Bloodshed does
play a role in defiling the land (e.g. 24:1-14) in Ezekiel as in Nu 35:33-34, but the
overwhelming concern of Ezekiel is idolatry.
There are basically two types of idolatry: worship of pagan gods and worship of
Yahweh with unprescribed rituals. Both types are denounced in Ezekiel. The defiling
power of idolatry is immense. It can defile the sanctuary, the land and the idolaters
themselves. This defilement is actually caused by the act of idolatry, but not the idols
themselves. Idolatry also leads to the profanation of the Sabbath and God's holy
name. The practice of idolatry breaks every taboo and is seen as the sin par
excellence in Ezekiel. In the reconstructed past of Israel (Ez 20), Israel as a nation is
characterised by idolatry and self-defilement. In the present generation, whether in
Jerusalem (e.g. 5:11) or in exile (e.g. 14:11), Israel is so portrayed as well. Idolatry is
committed by Israel not only across time but also space. The whole history of Israel
is actually an history of idolatry and hence an history of moral defilement. Only the
future Israel will not be defiled by idolatry because of a cleansing performed by
Yahweh (e.g. 36:25, 29). If the "old" Israel is characterised by their moral impurity,
the "new" Israel is characterised by moral purity which can only be attained by
Yahweh's cleansing action.
The presence of Yahweh in the sanctuary and the land requires them to be pure.
But the land refuses to be cleansed and the sanctuary is defiled by illicit worship.
That Ezekiel has great concern for the purity of the land is further noted by his
extension of the priestly cultic impurity in allowing corpses to defile the land. The
land should not be defiled by any cultic impurity or moral impurity. While the cultic
defilement of the land (by the corpses) can be removed by human agents (39:11-15),
the desolate situation of the land as a result of the moral defilement can only be
healed by Yahweh himself (cf. 36:33-36). The sanctuary, being the abode of Yahweh,
is defiled by idolatry. The temple vision Ez 8-11 expresses this concern and also a
partial resolution of the problem as we will see in the following chapter. Incidentally,
we note that Ezekiel's demand that the whole land be pure should be put side by side
with his idea that not the whole land is holy. The city area is explicitly referred to as
profane or common (48:15).
Generally speaking, the history of Israel can be perceived from two
perspectives. It can first be seen as a history of moving from defilement to
purification. While moral defilement is caused by human misconduct, its purification
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goes beyond the human level and requires a cleansing from Yahweh. Israel's history
can also be seen as a history of moving from profanation of Yahweh's name and
sanctuary to their sanctification. Again, while the profanation is caused by human
failure, the reverse process of sanctification can only be done by Yahweh alone. The




Impurity and Retribution (II)
1. Introduction
In the previous chapter we have presented a basic understanding of the idea of
holiness and purity in the OT in general and in Ezekiel in particular. The objective of
this chapter is to examine how this idea is related to retribution. It will be
demonstrated that the relation between an action and its consequence does not always
operate under the juridical paradigm as misdeed and punishment according to law but
can also be seen as under the paradigm of pollution and its resolution. This paradigm
can be found in Leviticus with respect to ritual and moral impurity. Leviticus is
concerned not only with the difference between pure and impure, but also with the
restriction of impurity, the disposal of impurity,1 and purification. With respect to
moral impurity, the idea of pollution and its resolution by the disposal of impurity
and purification can be found in Ezekiel. We have seen in Chapter Four that Ezekiel
often views offences in terms of the purity/impurity category. It is not that he is
mostly concerned with sacral offences and neglects social or moral offences,2 but that
he interprets the latter also by using the language of purity/impurity. If cultic, social
and moral offences defile the offenders, the temple and the land, then the defilement
has to be dealt with, either by disposing of the sources of impurity or by some sort of
purification. That is to say, the action of producing moral impurity has a consequence
of removing (the source) of this impurity. The underlying principle governing the act-
consequence-connection is therefore that impurity demands a resolution. Retribution,
from this perspective, can be interpreted as an effort to check the spread of impurity.
In this chapter, we will first examine the temple vision in Ez 8-11. It will be
argued that the slaughter in Ez 9 and the throwing of burning coals over the city
Jerusalem in Ez 10 are acts of removing impurity and cleansing. After that we will
examine the close relationship between impurity and the land. We will demonstrate
that impurity leads to the denial of access to the land, the dispossession of the land,
and the departure from the land. That is to say, exile is a means to remove impurity
from the land.
1 For a thorough discussion of this theme, see Wright (1987).
2 As claimed by von Rad (1965:224).
136
2. The Temple Vision in Ez 8-11
2.1. Introductory Remarks
Ez 8-11 is the second and also the second longest vision of Ezekiel. In the
present form the vision is taken as a literary whole with a chiastic framework:4
A 8:1a earthly context of the vision: date, location, exile elders as audience
B 8:1b beginning of the vision: descent of Yahweh's hand upon the prophet
C 8:3b translocation of the prophet: from Babylon to Jerusalem
[D 8:4-11:23 the vision]
C' 11:24a translocation of the prophet: from Jerusalem to Babylon
B' 11:24b end of the vision: ascent of the vision from the prophet
A' 11:25 earthly context of the vision: report to the exiles
The vision proper, which lies between 8:4 and 11:23, comprises several parts.
The first part 8:4-18 consists of an account of four cultic abominations (vv.4-6, 7-13,
14-15, 16-17) and Yahweh's response to them (v. 18). Some common formal
elements run through these abominations:5 (1) location (vv.3b, 7a, 14a, 16aa); (2) the
command to see (vv.5a, 9); (3) description of the abomination introduced by !73m
(vv.5b, 10-11, 14b, 16a(3b) and participants (vv.ll, 14b, 16aP); (4) a question about
the prophet's seeing introduced by D1X~p (vv.6a, 12, 15a, 17a); and (5) a
transitional note that worse will be seen (vv.6bp, 13b, 15b).
The second part (Ez 9) follows up Yahweh's response to the abominations in
8:18. Some interconnections between Ez 8 and 9 can be detected:6 (1) the phrase
"loud voice" (8:18; 9:1); (2) the expression of mercilessness (8:18; 9:5, 10); (3)
lawlessness of the land (8:17; 9:9) and abominations (8:6 etc.; 9:4); (4) the claim of
the people (8:12; 9:9); and (5) the reference to worshippers (8:16-17; 9:6).7 Within
chapter 9, Allen discovers the following structure: (1) summons of the agents: Al:
vv.l-2aa; Bl: v.2a[3b; (2) two commands to the agents: B2: vv.3b-4; A2: vv.5-7; (3)
Ezekiel's intercession and Yahweh's response: A3: vv.8-10; B3: v.11. Note that
while all the A sections deal with destruction, the B sections concern the sparing of
lives.
In the third part (Ez 10), several themes are interwoven together: the burning of
Jerusalem, the departure of the glory of Yahweh, and the description of the cherubim
and wheels. A command to spread burning coals over the city Jerusalem is found in
J
Against Vawter and Hoppe (1991:63) who claim that this is the longest.
4
Greenberg 1983a: 192; but compare Parunak (1978:67). See also Hossfeld (1986:156-157), Allen
(1994:129-130) and Block (1997:272).






10:1-3 and 6-7. The departure of the glory of Yahweh is mentioned in 10:4, which
first appears in essentially the same form in 9:3a, then continues in 10:18-19 and
culminates in 11:22-23. The description of the cherubim is found in 10:5, 8-17, 20-
22. This mixture of themes is often attributed to redactional activity. Various
attempts have been made to identify the different layers of the text and its relation to
Ez l.9
The fourth part (11:1-13) continues the vision within the temple precinct. It has
the form of a disputation. Graffy structures the text as: introduction (v.2), quotation
(v.3), preparatory remarks (vv.4-6), a first refutation (vv.7-10), and a second
refutation (w.l 1-12).10 In view of Murray's modification of the form,11 Allen
1 9
proposes the following: thesis (v.3a(3b), dispute (v.6) and counterthesis (vv.7-11).
The thesis is put in the form of a quotation from the officials of the people. The
dispute in v.6 then provides the reason for the invalidity of the thesis. Finally, the
counterthesis (vv.7-11) expands the dispute and at the same time serves as an
announcement of punishment introduced by pb. The whole disputation is framed by
a reference to Pelatiah (vv.l, 13). There are some connections with the preceding
chapters: (1) the transportation of the prophet to the east gate of the temple (11:1)
follows up the movement of Yahweh's glory in 10:19; (2) the slain are found in both
11:6 and 9:7; (3) there is a reference to 25 men in both 11:1 and 8:16; (4) the
IT
accusation in 11:6 resembles 9:9; and (5) the prophet makes a similar intercession
in 9:8 and 11:13.14
The last part (11:14-23) comprises a response to EzekieTs intercession (11:13)
in 11:14-21, and the conclusion to the departure of Yahweh's glory in 11:22-23.
Graffy's opinion that vv.l4-17 form a disputation15 is modified by Allen: thesis
(v. 15), dispute (v. 16) and counterthesis (vv.l7-20) which also serves as a
proclamation of salvation.16
There is no doubt that Ez 8-11 has undergone some redactional changes which
may be attributed to either Ezekiel himself or his disciples. It is not our purpose here
to contribute to this discussion. Our focus will be on deciphering the principle
underlying the deed-consequence nexus when the deeds are morally defiling.
9
E.g. Sprank and Wiese 1926:1-74; Schmidt 1950:83-90; Horst 1953; Balla 1958:325-326; Houk













2.2. Disposal of Impurity
2.2.1. Introduction
Ez 8-11 contains different themes including the cultic abominations (Ez 8), the
command to kill (Ez 9), the scattering of burning coals over the city (Ez 10), and the
departure of Yahweh's glory from the city (Ez 9-11). Because of this multiplicity of
themes, Ez 8-11 denies exegetes a satisfactory interpretation which can accommodate
all these motifs. The task of the exegete becomes even more daunting when the
complexity of the growth of text is taken into consideration. Our main concern is
Ez 9 and 10.
A common interpretation is to view Ez 9 and 10 as two acts of judgement or
punishment of God on the people for their idolatrous abominations mentioned in
Ez 8. Take Ewald as an example. After discussing the four abominations in Ez 8, he
states that the threat in 8:18 is executed in a twofold manner, the slaughter in Ez 9
and the burning of the city in Ez 10:1-8, holding that the latter is already described in
Ez 4-5.17 In this understanding, the abominations done (Ez 8) are just like any death-
incurring sins. Thus, the punishment for those who committed these offences is
death. While Ewald conceives the burning of the city Jerusalem in 10:1-7 as an
allusion to the siege and subsequent destruction of the city by Babylon, no such
i o
allusion is found for the slaughter in Ez 9.
Ewald finds many supporters with his opinion that Ez 9:1-10:7 contains two
divine punishments which realise the threat in 8:18.19 However, in cases where some
scholars take 8:1-9:11 and 10:1-7 as separate units, the destruction of the city can no
• 20
longer be taken as a punishment for the offences done in Ez 8.
17 Ewald 1880:58-63.
18 Cf. Blenkinsopp 1990:59. Allen (1994:167) states that both events in Ez 9 and 10 anticipate what
the Babylonians will do to the city in 587.
19
E.g. Smend 1880:55; Bertholet 1897:50; Davidson 1916:60, 64; Kraetzschmar 1900:97, 104;
Herrmann 1924:63; Zimmerli 1979:253; Vogt 1981:46; Greenberg 1983a:192; Allen 1994:146,
150; Biggs 1996:28, 30.
20 Fohrer 1955:48; Balla 1958:325-326. They, however, do not accept the whole of the two units as
authentic. Some other scholars do not say explicitly that Ez 10 contains another divine punishment.
E.g. Blenkinsopp 1990:59.
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2.2.2. Defilement of Temple
We have mentioned in the previous chapter that some offences defile the
temple. Since this theme is of some importance in Ez 8-11, we will probe into it
more. We will rely on Milgrom who provides an interesting exposition on this topic.
One must start with Milgrom's understanding of the nXttll. According to him,
the word is a piel derivative, and therefore it carries the meaning of the piel form of
21
Xttfl, meaning "to cleanse, expurgate, decontaminate". Hence, it should be rendered
as "purification offering" rather than "sin offering".
If that is the case, then what is the object of this purification? Note that the
purification offering is used in cases of severe ritual impurity (e.g. leprosy and bodily
discharges: Lev 12-15) or commission of some inadvertent offences (e.g. Lev 4).
first of all, ritual impurity is usually cleansed by ablution (e.g. Lev 15:8). Thus, the
purification offering does not seem to purify the person concerned in cases of severe
ritual impurity. And in cases of inadvertent offences, the inadvertent offenders are
never called impure and therefore require no ablution. What they need is forgiveness
as the formula "the priest shall perform the purgation rite ... that he/they may be
forgiven" clearly shows (Lev 4:20, 26, 31, 35). Again, the purification offering does
not cleanse the inadvertent offenders.
To determine the object of the purification by this offering, we have to note
how blood is used. In Lev 8:15 Moses took the blood of the purification offering and
"put some on each of the horns of the altar, purifying the altar". Thus, the nXttll
blood is the purifying agent. Moreover, this blood is never applied to a person but
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only to the sanctuary. A consideration of the prepositions used with 133 is useful.
According to Milgrom, in the context of purification offering, "133 means only
9T
"purge", as is shown by its parallel usage with l!lp or XDfi (e.g. Lev 14:48, 52, 58).
With a non-human object, 133 takes the preposition b3, 3 or a direct object (e.g.
Lev 16:16, 20) and this must be understood literally. With a human object, the
prepositions 13 (referring to persons other than the subject) or 133 (referring to the
subject himself), which signify "on behalf of' (e.g. Lev 16:6, 24, 30, 33), are used.24
The point is that the purification rite is not performed on the offerer but on his behalf.
These arguments demonstrate that the object of purification in this rite is that which
receives the blood, namely, the sanctuary and its sancta.
If the sanctuary and its sancta are to be cleansed, it means that they must first










inadvertent offences. Apart from these, other offences as mentioned in the last
chapter can also defile the sanctuary (e.g. the Molech cult in Lev 20:3), but that does
not mean that all these acts defile the sanctuary to the same extent. There is a
gradation in the polluting power of these acts. Mainly on the basis of Lev 4 and 16,
9 S
Milgrom distinguishes three grades: (1) The individual's severe physical impurity
and inadvertent offences defile the sacrificial altar (in the courtyard) which is
cleansed by daubing the nXDH blood on its horns (Lev 4:25, 30; 9:9). (2) The
inadvertent offences of the high priest or the whole congregation pollutes the shrine
which is then cleansed by sprinkling blood seven times in front of the curtain (I"D7D)
and putting blood on the horns of the incense altar (Lev 4:5-7, 16-18). (3) Unrepented
sins are able to pollute not just the sacrificial altar and the shrine, but also the
adytum. The cleansing has to wait until the Day of Atonement (or Purgation). It
consists of two steps: the cleansing of the adytum of the wanton sins, and the
cleansing of the shrine and sacrificial altar. Thus, "the graded purgations of the
sanctuary lead to the conclusion that the severity of the sin or impurity varies in
direct relation to the depth of its penetration into the sanctuary".
For Milgrom the importance of purging the sanctuary lies in the postulate that
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"the God of Israel will not abide in a polluted sanctuary". God will tolerate only a
certain degree of impurity. The impurity can build up to such a point that God will
leave the sanctuary, leaving the people to their doom. This, claims Milgrom, is what
90
is depicted in Ez 8-11. The importance of the purification offering is not for the
atonement of the offerer, but for the purgation of the sanctuary so that God will
9Q
remain in it. For our purposes, Milgrom's contribution lies in pointing out the
relation between the types of offences and their different degrees of pollution of the
sanctuary.30 But it remains to be seen how the conceptual framework of impurity








Milgrom 1991:258; cf. Milgrom 1976b:397n.27. Whether this is true needs further proof. Of
importance is the exegesis of Ez 8:6.
29
Milgrom and Levine dispute the exact nature of sin and purification. Levine argues that impurity is
an actualised form of evil forces (1974:77-78) and blood is used in sacrifice for apotropaic
purpose. Blood is offered to "the demonic forces who accept it in lieu of God's 'life', so to speak,
and depart ..." (1974:78). But for Milgrom, one major contribution of the priestly theology is that
"man is demonized" (1976b:397). A human person creates impurity, and the purpose of the
sacrificial blood of the purification offering is to purge this impurity from the sanctuary and its
sancta. The debate depends at least partly on how one interprets the magical language involved.
See also Kaminsky's comments (1995:90n.68).
30 For a critique of Milgrom's position, see Gammie (1989:37-41) and Maccoby (1999:165-181).
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2.2.3. The Slaughter in Ez 9
We have mentioned above that most scholars agree that both the slaughter in
Ez 9 and the burning of the city in Ez 10 are punishments for the cultic offences
indicated in Ez 8. In some cases, these punishments are taken as an actualisation of
the threat in 8:18. This may well be true, but in this and the next sections we would
like to probe further to find if these two acts have any connection with the idea of
impurity. We will argue that the slaughter can be seen as a case of the IVD penalty
which can be taken further as a means of disposal of impurity.
2.2.3.1. The n"D Penalty in General
The formula ITftVfr KIHil nri~p3"l (Lev 7:20) with its variations are used
to refer to the rfD penalty. Within the Pentateuch, the niphal and hiphil forms of ITD
are found, but only the hiphil forms exist outside the Pentateuch. According to Good,
the original form is probably the niphal with the hiphil its derivative.31 The passive
niphal form probably indicates that the ultimate agent of the penalty is God himself.
•io
Wold classifies those offences which deserve the HID penalty into six groups.
Milgrom modifies Wold's scheme into five groups with a total of 19 offences within
the Pentateuch.34 They are as follows:
(1) Violations against sacred time such as a failure to observe the Passover
(Nu 9:13) or working on Sabbath (Ex 31:14).
(2) Violations against sacred substance such as eating blood (Lev 7:27), eating
sacrificial suet (Lev 7:25), or blasphemy (Nu 15:30-31; cf. Lev 24:15).
(3) Failure to perform purification rituals such as neglecting circumcision
(Gen 17:14) or neglecting purification after contamination by a corpse
(Nu 19:13,20).
(4) Illicit worship such as worshipping Molech (Lev 20:2-5) or sacrificing animals
outside the authorised sanctuary (Lev 17:9).
(5) Illicit sexual relations (Lev 18:6-23, 29).
The precise nature of the ITlD penalty is controversial. The main interpretations
"3 r
are: (l)the death penalty executed by human hand (e.g. Ex 31:14),
(2) excommunication from one's people or cultic community (e.g. Lev 20:17),
T 7
(3) premature death (e.g. Lev 17:10), (4) childlessness and/or extirpation of
31 Good 1983:86. Cf. Zimmerli 1954:18; Knohl 1995:88.
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j5 Good 1983:87; Hasel 1995:348. This option is rejected by Budd (1996:122).
36 Zimmerli 1954:16, 18; von Rad 1962:264n.l82; Hasel 1995:348.
37 Tsevat 1961:197-201; Weinfeld 1972:242; Wenham 1979:241, 285; Greenberg 1983a:250; Levine
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38 • 39descendants (e.g. Lev 20:2-5), and (5) misfortunes beyond death. It is not our
purpose here to determine which interpretation is most likely. Some scholars like
Weinfeld and Milgrom make a distinction between sacral laws (fas) and civil laws
(jus). The DID penalty, so they argue, is for offences against sacral laws and as such
the offences are punishable only by God himself. In this understanding, they reject
associating human execution with the 1VD penalty.40 A case in point is Lev 20:2-5.
For Milgrom, vv.2-3 show that the 1VD penalty is different from the human execution
by stoning, and hence the TPD penalty must refer to something else.41 But for Good,
vv.4-5, which point out that God himself will act in case of the non-compliance of
the community, prove simply that in vv.2-3 the actions of the community to execute
the offender "express the will of God and are therefore appropriated by him as
though his own".42 This exchange between scholars raises questions. On the one
hand, should one interpret passages involving human and divine actions as
expressing different actions or the same action from different perspectives? On the
other hand, is the strict dichotomy between fas and jus sustainable?43 On the whole,
we think Hasel is fair to claim that the TfD penalty does not have only one
meaning.44 In a few cases, it can refer to the community's action of "cutting off the
offender. But in most cases, especially when the offences are committed in secrecy
and judicial intervention is difficult if not impossible, God himself will execute the
punishment which often results in premature death and the termination of the
offender's line.
2.2.3.2. The n~D Penalty in Ezekiel
In Ezekiel, the divine niD penalty is found in 13 cases. In six cases it is applied
to foreign nations:45 Ammon (25:7), Edom (25:13), Philistia (25:16), Egypt (29:8;
30:15) and Seir (35:7). In three cases it is applied to a hypothetical country: 14:13,
17, 19. It is directed three other times to Jerusalem: 14:21; 21:8, 9.46 And finally, it is
applied once to people who commit idolatry in 14:8. The DID penalty is applied to
Ammon, Edom, Philistia and Seir because of their attack on Israel's plight. In these
1989:241; Milgrom 1991:459; Hasel 1995:348. Cf. Joosten 1996:80.
38 Wold 1979; Wright 1987:164n.2; Levine 1989:241.
39 Wenham 1979:241; Good 1983:88; Milgrom 1991:460.





Similarly, Kaminsky (1995:76-78) questions Milgrom's treatment of the Achan incident (Josh 7).
44 Hasel 1995:348.
43 This can also be found in Isaiah (14:22), Jeremiah (47:4; 48:2) and the minor prophets (e.g.
Am 1:5; Ob 14; Zech 9:6).
46 Also to Israel in 1 Kg 9:7; Hos 8:4.
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cases, DID is used in parallel to ~HX (25:7, 16) and "7Q1Z? (25:7; 35:7; cf. 14:8-9), or
nmn pi (25:13), referring to complete destruction. The penalty is applied to Egypt
because of Pharaoh's claim to be divine, and it again refers to the desolation of land.
Thus, Ezekiel not only nationalises the ni3 penalty as Wold claims,47 but he also has
a different set of criteria for applying it to the foreign nations. However, the basis on
which it is applied in 14:12-23 to the hypothetical country, which probably refers to
Israel,48 and in 14:8, can be found among the 19 offences in the Pentateuch as listed
by Milgrom. The charge of acting faithlessly (bS7ft) against God in 14:12-23, referring
basically to sancta trespass and oath violation, belongs to Milgrom's category (2)
above. The charge of idolatry in 14:8 belongs to Milgrom's category (4) above. In
14:12-23 the penalty amounts to the destruction of both human beings and animals,
although the destruction need not be total (cf. 14:22).
In addition to the above, some other cases can be taken as a TfD penalty
without using the word mi49 One example is from 5:11: "because you have defiled
my sanctuary by all your detestable objects and all your abominations, I on my part
will shear (in}),50 ...". Then 5:12 goes on to describe the three ways by which all the
idolaters will be shorn. An obvious connection with 14:8 is that idolatry is singled
out as the reason for the penalty. Wold provides another example.31 The offences of
Oholah and Oholibah are described in 23:38-39 as idolatry and bloodshed, the
defilement of the sanctuary and violation of Sabbaths. In return, they will be stoned
and all their sons and daughters killed (23:47). A comparison with Lev 20:2-3 is
useful. The description of the offences of Oholah and Oholibah resembles that of the
offering of children to Molech which is precisely the subject matter of Lev 20:2-3.
The punishment by stoning (pX D}"1) is found in both passages. Lastly, the JVD
penalty as extinction in Lev 20:3 is also found in Ez 23:47.
For Ezekiel, within Israel the m3 penalty is applied, most clearly of all, to
people who commit idolatry (14:8). Given that, it is not unreasonable to interpret the
47 Wold 1979:22.
48 See Chapter Three Section 4.2.
49 Outside Ezekiel, the incidents of Uzzah (2 Sam 6:5-8), Nadab and Abihu (Lev 10:1-2) and Korah
(Nu 16-17) are sometimes cited as cases where the 177D penalty is applied without using the word
HID. See Levine (1989:242).
50 The Vulgate and Targum read as if it were 2TUX "1 will cut down", adopted by RSV and NRSV.
The LXX and Syriac reflect bittX "I will abhor" (e.g. Lamparter 1986:54; BHS apparatus). Block
(1997:205n,40) thinks that this emendation is unlikely because Ezekiel does not use this verb in
relation to God. Fairbairn (1855:70-71), Wevers (1969:58), Haik (1980:64) and Alexander
(1986:773) take SHI to mean "to withdraw", referring to Yahweh's withdrawing his protective
presence. According to Allen (1994:53n.l lc), the absolute use of 2TQ has its primary meaning "to
diminish, restrain", but its meaning of "to shear" can be found in Is 15:2; Jer 48:37. This meaning
suits best the sign action of "cutting hairs". Cf. Pohlmann 1996:80.
51 Wold 1979:21.
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slaughter in Ez 9 as a case of the JYID penalty. Firstly, the abominations in Ez 8,
which range from worship outside the sanctuary (v.5), to the worship of idols in
secrecy (w.7-12), and to open worship of another deity (vv.14, 16), can definitely be
labelled as idolatry. Moreover, the rflD penalty serves as the sanction against idol
worship in secrecy. On the other hand, that the worship of another deity can be as
open as described implies that one cannot rely on the judicial system to carry out the
death penalty. In this case, again, the TTD penalty is the only option. One can
compare this with Lev 20:4-5 which indicates that when the public deliberately turns
a blind eye to the Molech offence, God himself will enact the rfD penalty. Secondly,
the slaughter is clearly God-inflicted. The actual killing is mediated by six agents
who are in no way ordinary humans, but "a squad of supernatural destroyers",53
sometimes called "angels".54 Their action is under God's direct command, and as
such their action can be seen as God's own. Thirdly, the extent of the slaughter,
which covers not just those who committed the various abominations,53 but also
others including the children, corresponds to the nature of the ITD penalty as
extinction. Again we can compare the extent of the penalty mentioned in Lev 20:5
where not just the offender of the Molech cult, but also his family or clan (nnDUfo)
and his associates are subjected to the penalty.
2.2.3.3. The niD Penalty as Control of Impurity
Having argued that the slaughter in Ez 9 is to be understood as a DID penalty,
we may pursue the question of the relationship between the JTD penalty and the idea
of impurity. Ritual impurities are easily acquired in daily life and are sometimes even
a necessary part of it (e.g. handling of corpses). They are tolerated36 and removed by
appropriate rituals. But actions incurring the n~D penalty are not so. These actions
deliberately violate the divine distinction of what is pure and impure, sacred and
profane, and are sometimes crimes against the social order (e.g. incestuous sexual
relations). These actions, if unrepented, will, according to Milgrom, be most defiling
and pollute the adytum of the sanctuary whose purification comes only through the
sacrifice on the Day of Purgation.57 The THD penalty is invoked to guard against these
52 Wenham 1979:241; Milgrom 1991:460.
53 Allen 1994:146.
54
E.g. Steinmann 1953:64; May 1956:111; Bunn 1971:257; Block 1997:304.
55 Allen (1994:149) argues that the commands to kill "fan out and encompass in reverse the four
groups who had engaged in shocking rites in chap. 8".
56 This is Wright's terminology (e.g. 1991:151).
57
Milgrom 1976b:393. On the idea that repentance converts some of these offences into inadvertent
ones which defile the sanctuary less, see Milgrom (1976a: 108-121).
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types of offences. Thus, we may say that the DID penalty is employed as a means to
permanently remove the source of this most grievously defiling impurity.
Wright provides a useful exposition on this idea. He holds that ritual and moral
impurities are not separated, but are interconnected and can be graded on a spectrum.
Ritual impurities can be graded from two perspectives. The first is taken "along the
lines of the presence or lack of sacrificial requirements and corresponding loci of
CO
.
pollution". For example, an abnormal sexual discharge or a confirmed case of
leprosy defiles not only the person concerned but also the sacrificial altar. While
ablution cleanses the impurity of the person, a purification offering is needed to
cleanse the altar. Other ritual impurities require no sacrifice and only ablution (e.g.
impurity resulting from sexual intercourse). The other way of grading ritual
impurities is to consider their communicability. While every bearer of impurity is
restricted from contact with the sanctuary and the sancta, only the bearer of
communicable impurity is restricted regarding his/her place of habitation.59
Restriction is needed lest the communicable impurity may contaminate other persons
or things within the habitation. Thus, although these ritual impurities are tolerated
and sometimes necessary, they are not allowed to remain unchecked. Impurities must
be taken care of and rid from the environment. Ablution, sacrifices and restriction in
habitation are different means to achieve this aim.
Moral impurities are phenomenologically connected to ritual impurities. In
terms of sacrifice and the loci of pollution, moral impurities are more polluting for
they defile not just the sacrificial altar but also the adytum which can only be
cleansed on the Day of Purgation. In terms of restriction and communicability, if the
offence is connected to ritual impurity (e.g. refusal to undergo purification after being
contaminated by a corpse), then the usual restriction applies. Otherwise, the IVD
penalty applies. Therefore, as we move from ritual to moral impurities, we can see
gradations in terms of sacrifice, loci of pollution, and restriction.
If the purification rituals and restriction rules regarding the ritual impurities are
taken as the means for controlling and removing ritually impure items, then we can
infer that the niD penalty regarding moral impurities serves the same end, that is, the
control and removal ofmorally impure items.60 While a person's ritual impurity can
be removed by ablution and waiting over a period of time and the person him/herself
be restricted in habitation, there is no similar control applied to moral impurity. The




Wright 1991:157. For more details, see Wright (1987:163-228).
60 Cf. Weinfeld 1972:243.
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source, that is, to remove the person concerned by the D~D penalty. While it is correct
to claim that the n~D penalty is used by God to punish the offenders, it also serves as
a means to restrict and remove the more polluting moral impurities. The concern is
not just to punish, but to maintain a pure, cleansed environment. If any act incurring
ritual impurity meets with a reaction aiming at removing the impurity or at
purification, the same applies to acts incurring moral impurity. Only this time the lYD
penalty is used instead of, for instance, ablution.
In the context of Ez 9, the ITD penalty is first applied within the temple
precinct. God's command to the executioners to defile the temple may be odd in view
of the sanctity he requires, but this command serves a twofold purpose. First, it
makes clear that the temple is not an asylum. One cannot claim protection by staying
in the temple (as in the case of Adonijah in 1 Kg 1:49-53).61 If the people commit
idolatry in the holiest place of all, there they will be purged. Second, the command
can be seen as a license to kill. The temple has already been polluted by the people.
Hence, the executioners should not allow the concern for defilement to deter them
from carrying out the command. The TTD penalty is needed to remove the source of
the more defiling moral impurity. In this connection, we may consider Ez 23 again.
We mentioned above that both Oholah and Oholibah are said to defile the sanctuary
/TO
(23:38) by idolatry and bloodshed, and because of that they will suffer the niD
penalty (23:47). In this case, the JTD penalty can be seen also as a means to remove
the source of impurity.64
2.2.4. The Burning of the City in Ez 10
After the slaughter, Yahweh commands in Ez 10 the seventh man to take some
coals from among the cherubim and scatter them over the city Jerusalem. This action,
as mentioned above, is often taken as a punishment. We will argue, however, that it
is also at the same time an act of purgation and purification. This understanding
arises from the dual function of fire as an agent of both punishment and purification.
61 Heinisch 1923:60; Noordtzij 1957:110; Eichrodt 1970:132; Carley 1974:59; Eisemann 1988:177;
Allen 1994:149 (comparing 1 Kg 1:50-3; 2:28-34; 11:15); Lind 1996:82.
62 This idea can be traced back to Radak, noted in Eisemann (1988:178). See also Heinisch
(1923:54), Fisch (1950:49), Aalders (1955:175), Greenberg (1983a:178), Klein (1988:59), Breuer
(1993:64), Allen (1994:149), Block (1997:308).
6j Zimmerli (1979:491) states that in contrast to Ez 16, Ez 23:38 speaks of offences against holiness.
In addition, note that the impurity language pervades Ez23 but not Ez 16. This may reflect
different emphases. In Ez 16 the metaphor of covenant dominates and governs the development of
the chapter, but in Ez 23 the idea of impurity predominates.
64
Incidentally, Krasovec (1994:61-63) suggests that the punishment in the cases of Molech worship
(Lev 20:1-5) and the Korah incident (Nu 16-17) is "purification" and "cleansing". Both, as
mentioned in Note 49 above, are cases of the n"D penalty.
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2.2.4.1. Fire as an Agent of Punishment
In connection with God, fire often appears as a means of punishment. Perhaps
the most famous example is that God rains fire and brimstone upon Sodom and
Gomorrah so that all the inhabitants and what grows on the ground are destroyed
(Gen 19:24-25). Reference to this incident as an antecedent has been made by some
interpreters of Ez lO.6"7 Another example is that God sends fire to consume Nadab
and Abihu for offering illegitimate fire before him (Lev 10:1-2). A third example is
that some complaining Israelites are consumed by fire from God in the wilderness
(Null:l). This theme of God sending fire to destroy is found prominently in
Amos.66
2.2.4.2. Fire as an Agent of Purification
Apart from being an agent of punishment, fire is also an agent of purification.
As such it basically appears in two contexts. First, it is used in metallurgical
description as a means for purification. Second, it is used to cleanse metal utensils
from corpse contamination. Some examples may be cited for the first case. In
Jer 6:27-30, God assigns Jeremiah to test the people and the process is described in
metallurgical terms. The process described is that of refining silver by using lead as a
flux.67 The aim in heating is to melt the lead so that it can carry away the impurities
from the silver. In this case, even though the bellow is fully blown, the heat fails to
smelt the ore and the silver is not extracted from its impurity. It is therefore called
"rejected silver". Similarly, the wickedness of the people is too great to be purified.
God will reject them like "rejected silver". The same image is also used in Is 1:22,
25; 48:10; Zech 13:9 and Mai 3:2-3. In these cases, fire is seen as a means to purify
the silver.68
We may consider two passages from Ezekiel. The first one is Ez 22:17-22
which, according to some, is dependent on Jer 6:27-30 and Is 1:22, 25.69 Unlike both
of these passages, Ez 22:17-22 is concerned with the smelting but not the refining
process.70 In the smelting process, the lead ore, which may contain a small
65 Bertholet 1897:54; Kraetzschmar 1900:104; Noordtzij 1957:114; Allen 1994:151.
66
E.g. 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5.
67
Thompson 1980:266-267; Holladay (1986:232), who offers a concise summary of the process
involved on pp.230-232.
68
Regarding these passages, Miller (1982:39) suggests that the "metaphor of the refining fire that
purifies" is used. He further points out that the fire here is "the refining fire, not the devouring
fire".
69 Burrows 1925:10; Fohrer 1952:137.
70 Cooke 1936:242; Allen 1990:38.
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percentage of silver, is melted in a crucible so that the dross will be left behind and
removed. In v. 18 Yahweh declares that the people are the dross,71 thus the result of
• • 77
the smelting is mentioned before the process. While one may expect the following
verses to talk about the refining process, they return to the theme of smelting. The
three steps of gathering of crude material to a crucible, blowing the fire to heat it up,
and the melting of the material are repeated in v.20a. Like these steps,73 the people
will be gathered to Jerusalem, the fire of the wrath from God will be blown upon
them and they will melt (vv.20b-22a). In this case, Jerusalem is like the crucible with
the people as the crude material which after melting becomes only the dross without
any silver.74 The emphasis of the passage is placed on the melting of the people,75 but
the use of the metallurgical images does point to the use of fire not just for
If
destruction, but also for purification, only that this time no positive result is
obtained.
Another example in Ezekiel can be found in 24:3-14 which is divided into
vv.3-5, 6-8, and 9-14. Vv.3-5 may be a cooking song77 one sings when preparing
78
meals. This is followed by two interpretations in vv.6-8 and 9-14, both introduced
by pb, then the messenger formula and the phrase CPQin T27 'in ("woe to the
bloody city"). In the first interpretation, Jerusalem is identified as the pot (TO). The
idea ofHXbn ("filth")79 is introduced in v.6. This filth is then immediately identified
OA
with the bloodguilt in v.7 and later called impurity (HKOU) in v.ll. In this first
interpretation, the filth remains in the pot (v.6). How it should be treated is the
concern of the second interpretation. Logs are piled up to make the fire stronger
71 In v.18 the qere TOb is adopted. The meaning of the word TO is not clear. In some cases it means
litharge, an alloy of lead and silver (e.g. Is 1:22, 25). In other cases, it refers to the dross, the
impurities alone (e.g. Prov25:4). In the present Ezekielian passage, the transposition of HDD after
□bD in v.18 as suggested by BHS and others (e.g. Herrmann 1924:136; NRSV;
Einheitsiibersetzung) favours the first option. However, there is no compelling reason to do so, and
the MT taken as it is favours the second option (e.g. Greenberg 1997:458).
72
Greenberg (1997:459) remarks that the result of smelting is taken here as the ground for the
melting process.
7j Some scholars follow the versions in postulating an initial D before nSD|7 in v.20a. Its omission is
explained as due to either euphony (Keil 1876a:315) or a pseudohaplography after ID (Allen
1990:32). Greenberg (1997:459) argues that the comparative function of the noun phrase is
implicit and requires no such a preposition. Cf. Block 1997:715n.9.
74
Against Stalker (1968:188) who interprets Jerusalem also as dross.
75 Note the multiple use ofjru in vv.20 (2x), 21, 22.
76 Cf. Lind's "fire of purification" (1996:189) and Clements's "[fiires of purification and cleansing"
(1996:103).
77 Brown lee 1972:24; Lind 1996:206. Cf. Greenberg 1997:505.
78 Kelso (1945:391) suggests that it may refer to sacrificial meals on the basis of the word TO
("caldron") which also occurs in 2 Chr 35:13.
79 For its meaning, see Chapter Four Section 3.2.2.
80 Cooke 1936:267; Brownlee 1972:25; Greenberg 1997:504.
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(v. 10). The pot is burned so that it may glow and the filth in it may melt and
be consumed (v.l l).81 Then v. 12 picks up the theme of vv.6 and 11 again. V.12a may
89
speak of the frustrated effort to get rid of the filth. V.12ba repeats the same idea in
v.6 that the filth is not out of the pot. Lastly, the verbless clause in v,12bp, which
RT
reads literally "in fire her filth", can be seen as a recapitulation of v. 11. If the filth
does not go out of the pot after all the efforts, it is hoped that the fire will bring it
out.84 The meaning of the clause can be clarified by adding a verb like "to go", that
is, "in fire her filth will go". The whole idea is repeated in v. 13, but now the signifier
gives way to the signified. Yahweh again addresses to the city, the "filth (of the pot)"
is now replaced by "lewdly uncleanness". For our purposes, it suffices to note that
fire is used here as a means to remove impurity. While it may be destructive, it is also
purgative.85
We may now consider the use of fire as a means of purification for vessels
contaminated by corpses. This appears in the OT only in Nu 31:21-24, but this
purification ritual can be found in other ancient Near Eastern cultures. It is possible
86 • •
that Israel borrowed this from the Babylonian. The regulation is introduced by
Eleazar and called "the statute of the law" (!TTinn npH). This label occurs elsewhere
only in Nu 19:2 which introduces the ritual of the red heifer for the purification of
corpse-contamination. Some similarities between Nu 19 and 31 show not only that
these two chapters are related, but also that Nu 31 presupposes Nu 19.87 In Nu 19,
while a corpse-contaminated person has to undergo both the sprinkling of the water
81
Against Kelso (1945:391-392), Kraeling (1966:475) and Brownlee (1972:26) who hold that the
purpose is to melt down the pot itself.
82 The meaning of the text ftKPn D'JXn, which is absent in the LXX, is most uncertain. It is often
taken as a dittography of nnxbn Dnn at the end of v. 11, and therefore deleted by Herrmann
(1924:148), van den Born (1954:155), Wevers (1969:142), Zimmerli (1979:495-496). It is retained
by Kraetzschmar (1900:196-197), Allen (1990:55), Greenberg (1997:502), Block (1997:768). The
translation "in vain I have wearied myself' in RSV and NRSV accepts the emendation Mp
of BHK, followed by Ziegler (1948:79). Some render the text as "it/she/he has frustrated all
efforts". E.g. Keil 1876a:342; Ewald 1880:127; Aalders 1955:390; Allen 1990:53; Greenberg
1997:496; RV; NIV. This is accepted here.
The LXX reads UftO as if it were ttPa. Some scholars delete either this clause or only nnxbn as a
gloss. E.g. Toy 1899:41; Herrmann 1924:148; Bertholet 1936:86; van den Born 1954:155; Allen
1990:53 (who, however, retains it in his earlier article 1987:410). For those who delete only
nnx^n, they usually render v. 12b as "its thick filth does not go out from it by fire" (e.g. Herrmann
1924:148; Bertholet 1936:86; van den Born 1954:155; Auvray 1957:95). However, this contradicts
vv.l 1, 13. Moreover, the LXX attests to the clause. Some repoint CftO as the noun IP'S? "stench"
(e.g. Hitzig 1847:183; Fisch 1950:164; Noordtzij 1957:254). There is, however, no compelling
reason to alter the MT.
84 Keil 1876a:347; Davidson 1916:192; Aalders 1955:391; Block 1997:781; Greenberg 1997:502.
85 Cf. Greenberg 1997:505. While Allen (1990:60) states that "cleansing is an ironic metaphor for





of purgation (n~T2 ">&) on the third and seventh days, followed by bathing and
laundering on the seventh day (vv.18-19), an object receives only the sprinkling of
QO
water (v.18). Nu 31:21 -24 supplements the rules on cleansing objects. Inflammable
objects made of gold, silver, copper, iron, tin and lead, taken as booty and corpse-
contaminated, are to pass through fire, and then they will be clean (3HD1) (vv.22-
23aa). However, these objects also need to be purified by the water of purgation
(v.23a(3),89 which, presumably, takes place before the passing through of fire.90
Flammable objects have to pass through water (v.23b). Thus, this twofold
purification process for objects parallels the ritual for purification of corpse-
contaminated persons in Nu 19. But why is fire required instead of simply water?
Wright argues that since contamination by a corpse is more serious and
communicable, a more powerful means of purification, i.e., fire, is needed.91
Although water is the usual agent of purification, our discussion above shows
that fire can also be an agent of purification. As such, it is usually applied to vessels
which can withstand fire such as the crucible used for smelting (Jer 6:27-30;
Ez 22:17-22), or the pot for cooking (Ez 24:3-14) or metallic vessels (Nu 31:21-24).
Fire is used in extreme cases such as when every other means fail (Ez 24:11-13) or in
the case of corpse-contamination (Nu 31:21-24). The purifying power of fire lies in
Q9
its ability to destroy impurities. Thus, fire possesses the ambivalent dual function of
destruction and purgation.
2.2.4.3. Purification in Ez 10
The command to scatter coals taken from among the cherubim over the city
Jerusalem, is often taken as a punishment, that is, destruction and consumption of the
city.93 This action is often compared to the burning of Sodom and Gomorrah in
Gen 19.94 This may be true, but we will argue that the element of purification is








Wright 1985:222-223. Wright (1985:222n.24) suggests without further elaboration that the theme
of purification by fire also occur in our two Ezekiel passages examined above.
92 Cf. Is 4:4, which, however, does not use the same vocabulary.
93 Keil 1876a: 137; Smend 1880:59; Toy 1899:114; Heinisch 1923:61; Schumpp 1942:56; van den
Born 1954:68; Wevers 1969:66; Eichrodt 1970:134; Carley 1974:61; Zimmerli 1979:251;
Greenberg 1983a: 181; Maarsingh 1985:127; Stuart 1989:97; Biggs 1996:30; Lind 1996:83.
94 Bertholet 1897:54; Kraetzschmar 1900:104; Cooke 1936:112; Noordtzij 1957:114; Taylor
1969:106; Eisemann 1988:182; Klein 1988:60; Allen 1994:151.
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also as the removal or disposal of impurity, then it would not be surprising if the
same idea is found in Ez 10.95
First, the seventh man, in his appearance in Ez 9, is to mark with a sign those
who moan and groan for the abominations so that they will not be killed by the other
six executioners. His task is therefore not one of destruction, but protection or
salvation. This points to the possibility that his action in Ez 10 is not simply negative,
i.e., the destruction of Jerusalem.96
Second, the text clearly distinguishes him from the other six executioners by
stressing that he is dressed in linen (D'Hnn) (9:2, 3, 11; 10:2, 6, 7). Linen, as noted by
many, is used to make the dress of a priest (Ex 28:42; 39:28; Lev 6:3; 16:4, 23, 32),
and is also taken as the dress of a heavenly figure in Daniel (10:5; 12:6, 7). This
97seventh man, functioning as a priestly figure, is going to scatter burning coals over
Jerusalem. The verb pHT ("to scatter, sprinkle"), when used with a priest, occurs
basically in two contexts. The first is the sprinkling of blood against the sides of the
altar in a sacrifice (e.g. Lev 1:5, 11; 3:2, 8, 13; 7:2, 14; 2 Kg 16:15; 2 Chr 29:22;
30:16).98 This action, according to Milgrom, is to purify the altar.99 The second is the
sprinkling of the water of purgation (1773 'ft) on objects or persons who are corpse-
contaminated (Nu 19:13, 20; cf. Nu 19:18; 31:23). Again, the action concerns
purification. The verb p>7T occurs three times in Ezekiel (10:2; 36:25; 43:18). In 36:25
it speaks of God sprinkling clean water on the people to cleanse them, and 43:18
speaks of dashing blood against the altar. Thus, on the one hand, the combination of
a priestly figure together with the action of scattering or sprinkling gives a picture of
purification,100 and on the other hand, the use of pIT elsewhere in Ezekiel supports
the view that purification is intended here in Ez 10.
Third, what is to be thrown upon Jerusalem are burning coals (U?K""'l?rtt). The
exact expression occurs only five times in the Bible. In 2 Sam 22:13 (// Ps 18:13) and
Ez 1:13 it is connected with theophany.101 In Lev 16:12 it refers to burning coals
from the sacrificial altar. Therefore, as such the term is neutral. Although coals or fire
• ... 109
are sometimes associated with punishment, they can in some cases relate to
purification. The classic example is Is 6:6-7 which is cited by scholars either for or
95 Cf. Cooper (1994:131) who says that the city is purged in judgement.
96 Herrmann 1924:66; Brunner 1969a: 115. Cf. Mosis 1978:98.
97 Steinmann 1953:65; Fuhs 1984:56-57; Andrew 1985:49; Duguid 1994:124; 1999:134.
98 Cf. van den Born (1954:69) who claims that pHT in P and Ugarit is a technical term for the
splashing of blood on the altar.
99 See Section 2.2.2 above.
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against the view that purification is intended in Ez 10. There are indeed some
obvious reasons for not including Is 6:6-7 in the current discussion. In terms of genre,
the Isaian passage is part of a call vision which Ez 10 is not. There the prophet is
cleansed before his commission but such a theme is not present here. There the
burning coal104 is taken from the altar of incense but not here. Lastly, there Isaiah is
cleansed of his sin105 but here, as we shall point out, the city is cleansed from
impurity. The importance then of Is 6:6-7 for Ez 10 lies in indicating that burning
coals can have the connotation of purification.106
As we have argued above,107 fire need not be seen solely as an agent of
punishment. It is also a purifying agent. In Ez 22 and 24, Jerusalem is likened to a
crucible or pot to which fire is applied in order to get rid of impurity. In particular, it
is said explicitly that coals (DhTO) are used to heat up the pot in 24:11. In these cases,
the impurity is either the dross (Ez 22) or the filth (Ez 24), and it signifies the
impurity resulting from idolatry or bloodshed. In Ezekiel the idea that Jerusalem is
like a vessel is further found in the immediate context of Ez 10, i.e., Ez 11:1-13.108
While it is true that there is no fire mentioned in 11:1-13, the sudden death of
Pelatiah reminds us of the DID punishment inflicted by God (v. 13). This resembles
the slaughter in Ez 9 in that in both cases, the JTD punishment is followed by
Ezekiel's concern of the remnant of Israel. Thus, one should not be surprised that in
Ez 10 Jerusalem is conceived of as a pot to which burning coals are applied.
This leads to the question of what is to be cleansed in Ez 10. There are two
options. The first is to conceive along the lines of Nu 31:21-24 that the severity of
corpse-contamination requires the metallic vessels to be cleansed by fire. After the
slaughter in the city in Ez 9, the city conceived of as a metallic pot, is therefore
corpse-contaminated. Thus, the command in Ez 10 to scatter burning coals over the
city in order to cleanse it from this impurity cannot come at a more appropriate time.
The second option, which is more probable, is to take the cue from within Ezekiel.
The impurity discussed in Ez 22 or 24 is caused by idolatry or bloodshed. As we have
pointed out in the last chapter, these acts can defile the temple and the land. The
103 Those who hold that Is 6:6 depicts a different situation and therefore cannot be used as a support
include Currey (1882:51), Bertholet (1897:54), Herrmann (1924:66), Fohrer (1955:56), Noordtzij
(1957:114), Carley (1974:61), Maarsingh (1985:127), Lind (1996:83). Those who claim the
relevance of Is 6:6 include Brunner (1969a: 115), Houk (1971:53-54), Fuhs (1984:57), Alexander
(1986:78).
104 The LXX's rendition of nsm is dvQpat,, the same as that for 1P'X_,,TO in Lev 16:12. Cf. Kaiser
1972:81; Wildberger 1991:250.
105 Note the words )1V and nxun in Is 6:7. See also Kaiser (1972:81), Wildberger (1991:270).
106 Fisch 1950:51. Hals (1989:63) points out the dual role of fire from Yahweh: to cleanse and to kill.
107 See Section 2.2.4.2.
108
Actually, in Ezekiel the word TO occurs only in chapters 11 and 24.
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abominations described in Ez 8 would certainly defile the sanctuary and the land.
They are, therefore, in need of purification.109 Since those who deliberately refuse to
undergo purification after being corpse-contaminated and those who commit idolatry
suffer the same DID penalty (Nu 19:20; Lev 20:2-5), it is reasonable to assume that
both acts have a similar degree of defilement and therefore require a similar degree of
purification. Hence, purification by fire seems appropriate. Incidentally, we note that
in the metaphors in Ez 22 and 24, fire is also used appropriately to remove impurity
not only on the level of the signifier, but also on the level of the signified.
2.3. Summary
In this section we have attempted to explain the various themes of Ez 8-11 by
employing the concept of impurity. We have tried to go beyond the usual framework
of sin and judgement employed to explain these themes. We suggested that the
slaughter in Ez 9 and the burning of Jerusalem in Ez 10 which are usually understood
simply as punishment are dominated by the idea of impurity and its resolution. The
abominations performed by the Israelites as described in Ez 8 are most defiling,
rendering not just the offenders but also the temple and the city impure. The
slaughter of the offenders in Ez 9 can be seen as a case of the rfD penalty, which is a
way to dispose of impurity especially when the offence is done in secret or when the
community fails to carry out appropriate measures to control the offence. The
scattering of burning coals over the city means not simply to destroy but also to
purify.110 This, as we have said, has to do with the ambivalent nature of fire which
purifies by destroying the impurities. If the above observation has some force, then
the idea of purity provides a better perspective to look at the text. From this point of
view, we observe a broad chiastic structure of Ez 8-11:
A Ez 8 abominations defiling the temple and land
B Ez 9 FTD penalty and the removal of impurity
C Ez 10 fire and the removal of impurity
B' Ez 11:1-13 ITD penalty and the removal of impurity
A' Ez 11:14-21 reversal: removal of abominations from the land
109 Brunner (1969a: 115) suggests that God may purify the place for his future return. Houk (1971:53)
holds that the coals are "signs of purification". But his discussion is quite unclear. At one place he
says that the coals are used to mark the foreheads of the faithful so as to protect them (1971:53-54),
and elsewhere he claims that both the temple and city have been purified (1971:53). Moreover, his
reasoning is based on a certain dissection of the text. Fuhs (1984:57), following Houk, holds that in
the original composition the coals are means of purification as in Is 6, but in the present form they
represent the destruction of the city.
110 Without using the same terminology, a similar idea is found in Is 4:4.
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Running through these sections is the idea of the appearance and departure of
Yahweh's glory.
3. Impurity and the Land
3.1. Introduction
In this section we will discuss the relationship between impurity and the land.
The first idea to be examined is related to the exile. As pointed out in Chapter Three
the exile is seen as a punishment for violating the covenant. Here we look at it from a
different perspective. We have noted that Ezekiel interprets the various kinds of
offences in terms of the purity language. This also applies to the exile. Thus, the exile
is seen as a means of removing impurity from the land. A related theme is that
impurity would lead to the dispossession of the land lest the land be defiled. This
idea finds confirmation by looking its converse, i.e., entering or possessing the land
requires the people to be clean. This takes two forms. First, re-entering or returning
to the land requires purification from past impurity. Second, those who defile
themselves will not be allowed to enter the land in the first place. While the first
form speaks of a future event, the second form traces back to a historical past re¬
interpreted from this perspective. In this understanding, Ezekiel uses the pollution
theory to interpret not only "the disturbance and dislocation created by the experience
of exile",111 but also the (future) resolution of this exile.
3.2. Exile as Removal of Impurity
3.2.1. Ez 36:16-38
The word reception formula at 36:16 demarcates the beginning of a new
literary unit which ends at 36:38. The three messenger formulae in w.22, 33 and 37
indicate the start of three oracles: vv.22-32, 33-36 and 37-38. The recognition
formula at v.23 indicates a minor break within vv.22-32. The oracle vv.22-32 has an
inclusion "it is not for your sake that I am about to act" in vv.22 and 32. While the
oracles vv.17-21, 37-38 speak of the Israelites in the third person, they are addressed
in the second person in vv.22-32, 33-36. In terms of content, some suggest a chiastic
structure for vv.17-32:112 A (vv.17-19): impurity of people and land; B (vv.20-21):
profanation of Yahweh's name; B' (vv.22-23): reversal of profanation of Yahweh's
name; A' (vv.24-32): reversal of impurity of people and land.
Hossfeld may be right in pointing out that even though the recognition formula
is often extended by the use of D plus an infinitive construct, the extension is never
1,1 Budd 1996:37.
112 Parunak 1978:472; Allen 1990:177. Cf. Maarsingh 1991:65.
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separated from the recognition formula by the divine speech formula ("says the Lord
Yahweh"). Thus, he suggests that the infinitive construct in v.23bp marks the
113
beginning but not the end of a section. If that is the case, then v.23b|3 forms a
transition from vv.22-23ba to vv.24-32.114 Actually, it is better to read v.23bp with
v.24 which negates v.20b and therefore forms a conclusion to the reversal of the
profanation.
Within vv.25-32, vv.25-28, 29-32 are two sections of parallel structures: (A)
Yahweh's cleansing action (vv.25, 29a); (B) a further action of Yahweh (vv.26-27,
29b-30); (C) a consequence for the people (vv.28, 31-32). A similar structure can
also be found for vv.33-38: A: v.33a; B: w.33b-37; C: v.38. While vv.25-28 deal
with the inner renewal of the people, vv.29-32 are concerned with the fertility of the
land, and vv.33-38 the rehabitation of cities and increase in population (by using the
sheep metaphor).
The concern of this section is on w. 17-19 which deal with the relationship
between land, impurity and exile. In the last chapter we pointed out that offences
such as bloodshed and idolatry can defile the land. In the course of that discussion,
we came across the present text. Now we will first elaborate a little more on the
phrase 1773!! TlNfrDTD and then discuss the relationship between exile and impurity.
In v,17b Ezekiel compares the "way" of the people with 77377 nNftU."7 The
word 777377 is generally taken to mean the menstrual state116 rather than the
menstruous woman."7 The impurity element of menstruation is not used to illustrate
118
the state of the land as claimed by Block, but the impropriety of the people's
conduct. In Lev 15:19-24 regulations for a menstruant are laid down. Since the
source of impurity is not the menstruant herself but the menstrual blood,119 care must
be taken not to touch anything on which she lies or sits lest there is a contact with the
blood.120 For Ezekiel, the people's behaviour is like menstrual impurity, i.e., the
menstrual blood. When they dwell pUf') on the land, they defile the land (36:17a),
113 Hossfeld 1977:288-289.
114 We are aware of the textual problem concerning 36:23bp-38 which is absent in LXX967 and the
Old Latin Codex Wirceburgensis, but it is not our purpose to examine this issue here. For a
discussion of this problem, see Filson (1943), Bogaert (1978), Lust (1981a), Spottorno (1981),
McGregor (1985:190-191), Allen (1990:177-178), Ohnesorge (1991:203-207), Greenberg
(1997:738-740) and Block (1998:337-343).
115 This expression occurs otherwise only in Lev 15:26.
116 Zimmerli 1983:241; Milgrom and Wright 1986:252; Dijkstra 1989:123; Allen 1990:175; Block
1998:343; Klee 1998:107n.25.
117 Keil 1876b: 106; Greenberg 1997:727-8. Cf. LXX and Targum.
118 Block (1998:346) who holds that the feminine gender of 71Q7X fits this figure of speech.
119 Klee 1998:63.
120 See the detailed discussion in Klee (1998:45-52, 63).
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just as a menstruant renders unclean that on which she sits pttb) (Lev 15:20b).
Hence, one may write the following:
the Israelites :: a menstruant
their conduct :: menstrual blood
defile the land on which they dwell plib) :: defiles that on which she sits pub)
191 • •
The analogy is an apt one except that one is concerned with moral impurity and the
1 99
other ritual impurity. Even though a menstruant cannot control her menstrual
blood, she is expected to be careful with it in order to confine the spread of impurity.
But the people, who should be able to control their conduct and behaviour, simply
1 99
allow their action to defile the land. In response to that, God scatters them among
the nations. The point, however, is not the scattering itself, but the going out from the
land. By sending the people into exile, God disposes of the source of impurity and
separates the impurity from the land. The removal of this source of impurity does not
imply that the land will thereby be cleansed124 but only that the land will not be
defiled further. Some Jewish exegetes maintain the analogy and interpret God's
action as that of a husband who puts away his menstruous wife in the days of her
impurity, but draws her near when she becomes pure again.125 This interpretation is
right in taking uncleanness as temporary but not in understanding the way of
cleansing. While the menstruant has to wait for seven days and take a bath and hence
be clean, the people who are exiled have to be cleansed by an external agent, namely,
God himself.126
A similar idea linking pollution of the land and exile can be found in
• •• • 197
Lev 18:24-30 which forms the parenetic conclusion to its preceding sexual laws.
Cross references between Lev 18:24-30 and Ez 36:17-19 are sometimes made by
128
commentators on either text. The priestly text exhibits a universalising view that
the Canaanites can also defile themselves by those immoral acts mentioned in
121
Thus, 1773 is not "simply ... a generic term for pollution" (Galambush 1992:146). Cf. Ezr9:l 1




Against Blenkinsopp (1990:165) who suggests that the primary concern is the defilement of the
sanctuary, and only then the land.
124 As claimed by Feinberg (1969:208), Ohnesorge (1991:263), Lind (1996:290).
125 Fisch 1950:242; Breuer 1993:317; Greenberg 1997:728, referring to Kimchi. Cf. Eisemann
1988:554. This provides a better analogy than Klee (1998:108) who says that "[j]ust as a
menstruant is careful to remove her menstrual items from her living quarters, so God will remove
those people from the land", thus comparing God to the menstruant!
126
Apart from Ez 36:17, the imagery of a menstruant is also used in Lam 1 for Jerusalem. See
especially vv.9 and 17. According to Hunter (1996:129), the sins of people and their consequent








Lev 18:6-23. Their acts also cause the land to become unclean. With Yahweh
administering the emetic the land then vomits out its inhabitants.130 The land is
personified as a pure body distinct from its inhabitants and vomits out that which
causes impurity. It may imply that by throwing out the impurities, the land will
1 T 1 #
eventually recover. The picture portrayed is that before the entry of the Israelites
into the land, it has already been cleared of the source of impurities, i.e., the nations.
And in order to stay in the land, the Israelites have to keep the regulations so as not to
defile themselves and the land. This understanding challenges the idea that an
1 T9
organic unity exists between the people and the land. In fact, the Israelites are not
necessarily bound to the land. If the land did vomit out its former inhabitants because
of their impurity, the land can do the same to the Israelites (Lev 18:28). The Israelites
i
have no special privilege to claim the land. Although this seems to portray a
relationship involving only the land and the people,134 this is not the case since the
role of Yahweh is clearly mentioned in both vv.24 and 25. A similar idea is found in
Lev 20:22-26. This passage also talks about the land vomiting people out from it, but
it also contains the idea, lacking in Lev 18:24-30, that Israel is separated by God from
the other nations. This idea of separation, which dominates this passage, is expressed
through the distinction between clean and unclean animals. The Israelites have to
keep the distinction so that they will not defile themselves and be vomited out from
the land.
The abovementioned Leviticus texts give weight to understanding the exile in
Ez 36:17-19 as the removal of impurities. Frymer-Kensky makes a comparison
between the exile and the flood. In an earlier article she argues that the flood is not
simply a means of destruction, but also of purging the pollution that humankind has
ITS
brought to the earth while allowing for a remnant. " In a later article she seeks to
demonstrate that this idea also applies to the exile. She first points out the various
offences which can pollute the land. Then by drawing texts from Isaiah, Jeremiah and
Ezekiel, she suggests that the destruction of the land is expressed with flood
terminology such as "violence" (DQn), "end" (YP) and the marking on the forehead.
The point is that the exile, like the flood, is a way to deal with the pollution of the
land. Its purpose is, again, not simply destruction, but purgation so that there will be
129 Budd 1996:262.
1,0




132 See further Joosten (1996:153-154).
13j A similar idea is found in Dt 9:4-5, without using the priestly categories of purity/impurity.





a remnant to start all over again. Although Frymer-Kensky's argument is
1 "37
questionable at some points, her general observation that exile serves as a means
of removing impurities is correct.
What remains unclear in her argument is the exact object of cleansing in the
flood/exile. Does the flood/exile cleanse the earth? In the case of the flood, her
answer is yes. She holds that the flood is used to "physically erase everything from
1 TO
the earth" so that it will be "a clean, well-washed one". But in the case of exile,
she seems to answer negatively. She holds that as "the impure individual becomes
pure after a set period of time even without purification rituals, so too time can
1 TQ
eliminate the impurity of the land". Her first statement is incorrect. For example,
both men and women need ablution after intercourse. Although ablution is not
mentioned explicitly as necessary for women after the period of menstrual impurity,
it is generally recognised that such is required.140 The truthfulness of her second
statement requires further substantiation.141 At present it suffices to note that in
Ezekiel, the exile represents the removal of that which causes pollution to the land,
namely, the people.
3.2.2. Ez 22:15 and Ez 39:23-24
Our understanding above can be further substantiated. First, there is a passage
in Ezekiel which escapes Frymer-Kensky's notice, namely, 22:15. Ez 22 is a chapter
replete with impurity vocabulary. Jerusalem is first accused of shedding blood and
defiling herself with idols (vv.1-5). Then a more detailed description of her offences
is given (vv.6-12) followed by God's reaction (vv.13-16). The text of v. 15 reads:
□rljQ -|mx 'mx'sm v.l5aa and I will scatter you among the nations,
niTIXD "■prPTn v,15ap and I will disperse you among the countries,
qriXDU Tlfrnm v,15b and I will finish your uncleanness from you.
The two clauses in v. 15a occur frequently in Ezekiel and require no special comment.
For our purpose, it suffices to note that the feminine singular suffixes in v. 15a refer
to the Jerusalemites even though grammatically speaking they refer to the city
136
Frymer-Kensky 1981:409-411.
lj7 It is dubious, for instance, whether the idea of "the land is full of violence" is related only to the






Wright 1987:185n.38; Milgrom 1991:934.
141 In Ez 36:29-30 and 33-36, Yahweh's cleansing of the people is followed by his rejuvenating the
land, making it fertile and inhabitable again. This action may indicate a reversal of the effect
brought about by defilement. If so, it is Yahweh himself who "cleanses" the land. But Ez 11:18
hints at the role of a human agent to remove detestable things from the land.
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itself.142 Of special relevance to us is v. 15b. The question lies in whether the second
person feminine singular suffix refers also to the inhabitants as in v. 15a143 or back to
the city.144 If the former is the case, then the exile is seen as a means of purifying the
people. If the latter is the case, then the exile is a means to rid Jerusalem of impurity.
There are some reasons to support the latter option. First, although the reference to
the inhabitants gives a consistent reading for v. 15, it is then inconsistent with v. 16 in
which the referent is the city.143 Second, note that the combination DDfl and HKiOD
occurs only in Ez 22:15 within the Bible, but a comparison with 24:11 is
illuminating. There the qal of Dion is used with HXbn as the subject parallel to PINOD.
In that case, fire is applied to Jerusalem as a pot to melt down the impurity so that the
filth may vanish. The concern there is to put an end to the impurity in Jerusalem. The
use here may also have the same meaning, i.e., removing impurity from Jerusalem.
Third, in the immediate context of 22:15, i.e., 22:17-22, the house of Israel is likened
to dross which is gathered to the crucible Jerusalem to be smelted. Again, it is the
people who are regarded as the impurity to be removed from Jerusalem. If that is the
case, then 22:15 provides another indication that exile is a means of removing
impurity. That is to say, the nexus offence-exile is operated under the principle of
impurity-removal of impurity.
We may also consider 39:23-24. The text speaks explicitly of Israel's exile
(1*77) because of their iniquity. This is interpreted as God's turning his face from them
and handing them over to their enemies. In this way, God deals with them QDXDD3.
The preposition D is variously rendered as "gemaB",146 "nach",147 "wie...es
verdienten",148 "as... warranted",149 "according to".150 Some of these imply that
God's action is like the Israelites' action, and some state explicitly that the Israelites'
action deserves God's action. Jenni classifies this case under the rubric of
"Vergeltung nach AnlaB".151 He explains that: "Die Veranlassung zu vergeltendem
142 When the flD-HIT pair is used elsewhere in Ezekiel, the objects are always explicitly people: 12:15;
20:23; 29:12; 30:23,26; 36:19.
143
Redpath 1907:112; Ziegler 1948:69; Fisch 1950:146; Stalker 1968:186; Feinberg 1969:128;
Cooper 1994:221; Biggs 1996:67; Duguid 1999:287.
144 Herrmann 1924:138; Fohrer 1955:128; Wevers 1969:130; Zimmerli 1979:459; Maarsingh
1988:121; Allen 1990:37; Greenberg 1997:457, 466; Block 1998:713.
145
Greenberg 1997:457.
146 Kraetzschmar 1900:261; Herrmann 1924:242
147
Ziegler 1948:117; Fohrer 1955:218.
148
Einheitstibersetzung. Cf. Auvray (1957:149): "je les ai traites comme le meritaient leurs souillures
149 Allen 1990:199.
150
Toy 1899:70; Cooke 1936:422; Fisch 1950:264; Eichrodt 1970:517; Zimmerli 1983:294;
Eisemann 1988:601; Breuer 1993:351; Block 1998:478; NRSV; NIV. Cf. Dijkstra's
"overeenkomstig" (1989:143).
151 Jenni 1994: 99.
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Handeln wird durch D in Verbindung mit einem sehr allgemeinen Ausdruck fur
Handeln ... angegeben, der sehr oft eine Wertung beinhaltet".152 If this is the case,
then God's action is occasioned by the impurity of the people. That is to say, the
people's impurity is a cause for God's sending them into exile. One may also take
this action ofGod as the removal of impurity from his land.
3.3. Impurity and the Dispossession of the Land
Related to the idea that exile is the removal of impurity is that impurity leads to
the dispossession of the land. This is found in Ez 33:23-29. This passage is a
disputation speech consisting of the thesis in v.24, dispute in vv.25-26 and
1 ST
counterthesis in vv.27-29. " The words "inhabitants of these ruins" (v.24) point to a
post-587 bce situation.134 Those who escaped the two exiles are now claiming that
the land is for them to possess on the basis of a tradition that Abraham was promised
the possession of the land even though he was alone (Gen 15; cf. Is 51:2). Now that
they are many, they argue that the land is given to them as a possession. The niphal
HiPU, as in 11:15, implies that it is God who gives the land to them.135 Ezekiel
disputes this thesis by referring to their conduct in two triads, each ending in the
rhetorical question "will you possess the land?" (vv.25-26). That their conduct leads
to the dispossession of the land is readily pointed out by most commentators, but why
this is the case is not attended to. Their misconduct includes: eating "on the
blood",156 lifting up eyes to the idols, shedding blood, relying on the sword,157
committing abominations, and defiling a neighbour's wife. Note that the first two
152 Jenni 1994: 100.
l3j
Murray (1987:103-104), followed by Allen (1990:151) and Block (1998:261).
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Greenberg 1997:684; Block 1998:258.
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Graffy 1984:79.
156 This is a literal rendering of the Hebrew ibDXn mn_W. The LXX omits the dispute in vv.25aP-26
probably due to homoioteleuton (Zimmerli 1983:195; Maarsingh 1991:19). A first group of
commentators emends the text to D'hiirrVv on the basis of the fact that that phrase appears in
Ezekiel and also precedes "lift up eyes to the idols" in 18:6, 15. E.g. Cornill 1886:396;
Kraetzschmar 1900:240; Fohrer 1955:187; Wevers 1969:180; Dijkstra 1989:102. Cf. Cooke
1936:371; Eichrodt 1970:460-461; Greenberg 1997:684. However, there is no textual support for
this emendation. A second group interprets *737 as "with" and hence the phrase as "you eat (flesh)
with blood (on it)". E.g. Keil 1876b:75; Redpath 1907:182; Davidson 1916:267; Herrmann
1924:212; Bertholet 1936:16; Cooke 1936:371; Fisch 1950:226; van den Born 1954:199; Aalders
1957:153; Eichrodt 1970:460; Zimmerli 1983:195; Allen 1990:149; Maarsingh 1991:18-19; Block
1998:257. A third group holds that taking *72/ as "with" does not solve the problematic passage
1 Sam 14:32-34 in which the phrase is also found. Instead, they maintain the general meaning of
as "on" and take Lev 19:26 as the point of departure for interpreting the phrase. Grintz
(1970/71:84-90) argues that "eating on the blood" in Lev 19:26a is explained by its following
sentence "do not practise augury or witchcraft". This interpretation can also be applied to the case
of 1 Sam 14. Thus, the phrase is a reference to worshipping demons.
157 Cf. HALAT195-, Allen 1990:149.
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items are of the same nature, referring to idolatry. The fourth item, although
separated from the third one in the first triad, probably reflects the same charge as the
third one.159 The phrase "commit abomination" can refer to idolatry (e.g. 8:9), but in
22:11 it refers to sexual immorality. This may be its sense here.160 There is no doubt
that the misconduct of the people defiles not only themselves but also the land. This
conduct which defiles the land causes their dispossession of the land. To avoid the
land from being polluted, not only can they not possess the land, but they will also be
eradicated from the land (v.27).
3.4. Purification and Return to the Land
3.4.1. Ez 36:16-38
The above interpretation of exile as a means to remove impurity can be
buttressed by looking at its converse: the return to the land requires purification. This
idea is found most clearly in 36:25, 29 and 33. First, the clause
□'Tint) DTbi? TlphTl ("I will sprinkle upon you clean water") in v.25a is doubly
unique in the OT. Only here is Yahweh the subject of the verb pHT and the expression
D'hlHU □,0 is also unique. The closest parallel to the clause in terms of phraseology
is Nu 19:13, 20: VbS? pTTXb ITT3 The context is the ritual of the red heifer. The
ashes of a burnt unblemished red heifer are used to produce the water of purgation
(mil 'ft) which is for cleansing those who are corpse-contaminated. Corpse
contamination is a serious pollution and any corpse-contaminated person who does
not undergo purification defiles the tabernacle and will incur the ]Y"D penalty. The
association between Ez 36:25 and Nu 19:13, 20 is made via the word m] which is
used to describe the behaviour of the people (Ez 36:17).161 In fact, the Targum to
Ez 36:25 makes the association explicit: "you had been purified by the waters of
... 167
sprinkling and by the ashes of the heifer sin-offering". If this allusion is intended,
then it points to the severity of the people's impurity. The result of God's sprinkling
the clean water on the people (Ez 36:25) is that the people shall be clean ("ir?L3 qal).
This action of God in v.25a is further explained in v.25b as an action of
1 63
cleansing the people from all their uncleannesses and all their idols. The plural
form mxot? is attested in the OT only at Lev 16:16, 19 and Ez 36:25, 29. This may
158 See Note 156.
159






16j Not all scholars follow the Masoretic accentuation. See, for example, NRSV, Ohnesorge
(1991:216), Breuer (1993:319-320).
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point to a connection with Lev 16 which is concerned with the Day of Purgation.164
On that day the sacrificial blood purges impurities from the sanctuary and the
scapegoat removes Israel's iniquities (Lev 16:16, 21-22).163 Although the word
"impurities" in Lev 16:16 refers not just to ritual impurities, but also to moral
impurities,166 in the context of Ez 36, it probably refers only to moral impurities.167 If
this is the case, then the cleansing action is not ritual in nature as some claim,168 but
an act to cleanse offences and the moral impurity generated.169 If the purification
carried out by a human priest does away with ritual impurity, purification executed
• • 170
by God rids the human person of moral impurity. In the past the people can rely on
the priest to purge their serious offences and impurities on the Day of Purgation, but
this is no longer the case since, firstly, the priests themselves do not perform the
priestly duty of distinguishing the pure from impure, and the holy from profane
(22:26), and secondly, the possibility that the people will defile the land again needs
to be eliminated completely by an action of God. After this cleansing and the
implanting of a new spirit and new heart, the people can then dwell on their land
(v.28).171
Ez 36:29 speaks of God saving (TlVtlftm) the people from uncleanness
(mKQD). The verb Vl£b is rare in Ezekiel, found only in 34:22; 36:29 and 37:23. Its
combination with uncleanness is unique in the OT. This verse is probably a repeat of
172the idea in v.25 referring to God's cleansing, although the use ofp yiEHn, which
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usually means deliverance from a person under some power, hypostasises the
uncleanness. Ez 36:33a again uses the verb "to cleanse", but now with the object
"your iniquities" (DDTllJIi?). This combination is rare, found again only in Jer 33:8 in
an oracle of restoration.174 This certainly recalls Ez 36:25, and also the removal of
iniquities on the Day of Purgation in Lev 16. Again, it is after this cleansing that the
land becomes inhabitable, and that the people can live on the land again (vv.33b, 38).
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Suggested by Haag (1943:38), followed by Zimmerli (1983:249) and Greenberg (1997:730).






Against Sawyer and Fabry (1990:456) who claim ritual impurity.
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E.g. Zimmerli 1983:249; Fuhs 1988:205; Cooper 1994:316.
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Hitzig 1847:284; Smend 1880:274; Aalders 1955:190; Fohrer 1955:204; Eichrodt 1970:497-498;




Ziegler (1948:109) suggests that the cleansing takes place before entering into the land.
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Sawyer and Fabry 1990:456. Against Keil 1876b: 112.
173 Block 1998:357.
174 But compare Lev 16:30; Ps 51:4; Prov 20:9.
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3.4.2. Ez 37:21-23 and Ez 11:18
The idea that the return to the land requires purification appears also in
Ez 37:21-23. Verse 21 speaks of gathering and bringing the people of Israel to their
land, using basically the same vocabulary as 36:24 but with some variations in
phraseology. This is followed by the theme of the unification of the two kingdoms
which is the main concern of 37:15-28. Then the people will not defile themselves
again with their idols and transgressions (v.23a). God will save them from their
apostasies175 and cleanse them. In this case, entering to the land is followed by the
cleansing of the people. But unlike 36:26-27 where the Israelites are guarded from
further defilement by the implant of a new heart and a new spirit, here in 37:23 it is
stated simply that they will never defile themselves again. The texts 37:21-23 and
36:24-25 demonstrate the link between the requirement to be clean and the
(re-)entrance into the land. This supports the correlation between defilement and
exile from the land, based on the principle that impurity requires a resolution.
While some texts speak of the purification of the people as they re-enter the
land, some other texts point to their removal of detestable things and abominations as
they enter the land. This idea appears in 11:18. The pericope 11:14-21 is a
disputation speech dealing with a conflict between those remaining in the land and
the exiles regarding the possession of the land. The Jerusalemites argue that since the
exiles are far from the land, the land is given to them as a possession (v. 15). In
177
reply, God promises to be a sanctuary in a small measure to the exiles (v. 16). He
further promises to gather them from the nations and give them the land. Instead of
the usual X'Dn clause where God is said to bring them to the land (e.g. 34:13; 36:24;
37:21), here it is said that they go to the land, and remove from it all its detestable
things and abominations. Unlike 36:24-25 there is no mention of the cleansing of the
people as they enter the land since their self-defilement is not stated explicitly. But
the idea of defilement by detestable things forms the background within the
immediate context of Ez 8-10 and the broader context within Ezekiel. The detestable
things and abominations are that with which the people defile the sanctuary (5:11)
and themselves (cf. 20:7, 8; 37:23), and also the land. Thus, the removal of detestable
things and abominations by the people implies the removal of that with which they
defile the land. Although the reason why God removed them from the land and
175 The Hebrew □mnntthfa, meaning "dwelling places", is probably a metathetical error for □iTTQIUft),
with support from LXX (&vo|itd>v) and Symmachus, also in accordance with some scholars:
Zimmerli 1983:270; Allen 1990:190; Ohnesorge 1991:346n.38; Greenberg 1997:756; Block
1998:407.
176
For a wordplay on the legal and ordinary meaning ofpm in this case, see Cross (1996:320).
177 For a recent discussion of 11:16, see Joyce (1996:50-56).
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scattered them among the nations is not given explicitly within this pericope, Ez 8-10
and 11:18 do point to the defilement of the people as the reason. That those who will
possess the land will remove detestable things from the land implies that those who
remain in the land but are not able to possess it because they have no intention to
remove those things and to refrain from defilement. This understanding is stated
explicitly in 33:23-29. Defilement implies the dispossession of the land, as we have
seen above.
3.5. Impurity and Non-Entrance to the Land
If passages like 36:16-38 refer to a future event in which re-entering the land
requires purification, then 20:5-26 refers to a historical past which is re-interpreted
from this perspective. The connection between these two passages is more than
incidental. Regarding Ez 36:16-38, Rendtorff argues that it can "only be understood
178
as a deliberate continuation and development of chap. 20". In 20:8, 13, 21,
Yahweh mentions that "I would pour out my wrath upon them", and its fulfilment is
found in 36:18 ("I poured out my wrath upon them"). Moreover, the threat of
dispersion in 20:23 is seen as realised in 36:19 by using the same wording. Other
links include the profanation of the divine name and defilement.179 Apart from these,
we may add that there is also a link between the people's impurity and the land in
Ez 20.
Ez 20:5-26 depicts a history of Israel which is full of tension and conflict. It is a
history dependent not just upon the actions of Israel, but also upon Yahweh's care for
his name.180 Our concern is with the relationship between entering the land and
defilement. If 11:18 attests that God's bringing the Israelites to the land in the future
implies that they will remove the detestable things and idols, then 20:5-26 shows that
God's refusal in the past to bring them to the land has to do with their unwillingness
to cast these things away. The land is first mentioned in v.6. When God chose Israel
while they were still in Egypt, he raised his hand to them to bring them (□X'Tinb) out
of the land of Egypt to (bx) a land that he had searched out (Tin) for them. This is
followed by a command that the people should renounce detestable things and not
defile themselves with the idols of Egypt. According to Ezekiel, the gods of Egypt
i Q J
are not gods but idols " which must be cast away. To be a people of Yahweh, Israel
178 Rendtorff 1993:193. Cf. Greenberg 1983a:384. This contradicts Kruger's opinion that Ez20 takes
over and develops the argumentation of Ez 36:16-38 (1989:257n.258).
179 Rendtorff 1993:192. Boadt (1990:13) provides more links but some are problematic. For example,
he avers that one reason why God poured out his wrath (20:8, 21; 36:18) is because the people had
profaned his holy name (20:9; 36:21)!
180 Hattori (1974) calls this God's dilemma.
181 Kutsko (1997:69-80) points out the omission of the word DTlVx in Ezekiel in referring to pagan
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has to cut their ties with Egypt by forsaking the idols of Egypt. Note that in v.6,
entering the land is not indicated by the verb X^Dil but only the preposition bx. The
verb X'Dn is employed in v. 10 to refer to the entrance to the wilderness. Thus,
Sedlmeier is right to claim that v.6 does not underscore the entrance into the land as
such. Rather, it "will ... JHWHs Absicht, das Volk aus der Lebenswelt Agypten
herauszufuhren, betonen und den neuen von JHWE1 ausgesuchten Lebensraum in
seinem Wert vorstellen".182 There is no mention of the gift of the land in v.6 as in
v.15.18j But Sedlmeier claims too much when he states that "[d]as Hineinbringen ins
Land ist somit von Anfang an nicht intendiert, vielmehr nur das Hineinbringen in den
Zwischenbereich "D"70".184 V.6 clearly attests to such an intention, and if otherwise,
it would be difficult to explain why Yahweh searched out (Tiri) a land for Israel. The
verb bin, apart from referring to the spying of the land before the Israelites entered it
(Nu 13), is used of God (or the ark) searching for a place for them to rest (or camp) in
the wilderness (Nu 10:33; Dt 1:33). Its usage implies God's leading them to a right
place. Although there may be a difference between "leading" and "bringing", it
should not be overstated in this case.
The failure of the people to follow the command did not seem to alter
completely God's intention. He still led them out of Egypt, but he brought them
(DX3X1) to the wilderness (v. 10) where he gave them his statutes and ordinances, and
sanctified them with his Sabbaths. But the Israelites rejected the former and profaned
the latter. It is at this point that Yahweh raised his hand to them to show that he
185
would not bring them (DDIX X'SH) to the land which he had given them (v. 15).
The reason for this decision of God is then given in v. 16 which culminates in the
phrase "for their heart habitually186 went after their idols". This indicates the
relationship between entering the land and idolatry. By defiling themselves with the
idols of Egypt, the Israelites forfeit their chance to enter the land. Being unclean is
therefore incompatible with entering the land. That is to say, being pure from idolatry
is a prerequisite for entering the land. This understanding helps to explain God's
reaction in v. 10. The defilement of the Israelites while they were still in Egypt did not
deter God from bringing them out of Egypt, nor to the wilderness. Actually by doing
so God removed them from those idols of Egypt with which they defiled themselves.
gods or divine images. For Ezekiel, they are not worthy to be called "gods", but only i.e.,




185 MT lacks On"? which is found in some other Hebrew manuscripts and attested in LXX. Zimmerli
(1979:400-401) avers that Tiro might have replaced the original 'mil.
186 Note the use of the participle t|Vn after a series of qatal forms in v. 16.
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But instead of entering the land, they were brought to the wilderness. There they were
sanctified, but they defiled themselves again and God determined that they would not
be brought into the land. The second generation in the wilderness was again given a
chance to cleanse themselves, but again they defiled themselves with the idols of
their fathers (v.24). This time, God not only would not bring them into the land, he
would also scatter and disperse them among the nations to move them further away
from the land. In Ez 20:5-26 we see again a close relationship between the land and
the defilement of the people. In this reconstructed history of Israel, the defilement of
the people contributes directly to their not being brought to the land. The reason, we
aver, has to do with the defilement of the land.
3.6. Summary
In this section we have examined the various relationships between impurity
and the land. The most important is that exile, the removal from the land to other
nations, is a reaction to the defilement of the land. The exile serves as a removal of
the source of defilement from the land so that the land will not be polluted any more.
Thus, the exile is interpreted from the perspective that impurity demands a
resolution. In connection with this understanding, the re-entering into the land as a
future event demands some sort of purification — either the people are purified by
God as they enter the land, or the people themselves have to remove that with which
they defile themselves. The point is that the land should not be defiled again when
the people re-enter the land. Related to this is the idea that those who defile
themselves and the land are not allowed to possess the land. The land is reserved only
for those who are clean. The historical past of Israel is similarly re-interpreted from
this perspective. If the future re-entering the land requires purification, then this
should also apply to the first entrance into the land. The first generation of Israelites
defiled themselves already in Egypt and were brought not into the land but to the
wilderness. The second generation did the same and were dispersed among the
nations. To enter and possess the land the people need to be clean and not to defile
the land. Even if in their defilement they can enter the land they will not be able to
possess it or stay in it. If they are not purified, eventually they will go out of the land.
In this understanding, the purity of the land forms the focus of the whole of Israel's
history— from the reconstructed past to the present exile, and from the present exile
to the future return to the land. The past defiled Israel is not allowed to enter the land
lest she defiles it. Her impurity is barred from the land. The present defiled Israel is
exiled from the land so that she as the source of impurity is removed from the land.
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The future Israel who will return to the land will have to be cleansed and will also be
responsible for removing that with which she has defiled herself in the past.
4. Conclusion
In this chapter we have examined the relationship between impurity and
retribution. The focus is not on demonstrating that offences which produce moral
impurity will be recompensed. That hardly needs to be proved. Our concern is to
determine the underlying principle governing the connection between morally
defiling actions and their recompense.
The present chapter focuses on both the temple and the land since they are two
essential elements for the existence of the Israelite nation. Our study shows that in
Ez 8-9 those who defile the temple by idolatry will suffer the D"D penalty. Based on a
study by Wright in which he shows that "tolerated" impurities are
phenomenologically continuous with moral impurities, the HID penalty can be seen
as a means to remove the source of moral impurity just as ablution and confinement
are required to purify ritual impurities. The idolaters who defile the temple are
therefore removed to avoid further pollution of the temple. This consideration shows
that the people's deed and its consequence are related and this relation is expressed in
the principle that impurity demands a resolution which, in this case, is the permanent
disposal of the source of impurity. Noting that fire can be an agent of purification as
shown in metallurgical descriptions and cleansing of corpse-contaminated metallic
vessels, we argue that the burning in Ez 10 is to be understood as purification of
Jerusalem, conceived of as a pot contaminated by the offences of the people (and by
the corpses). Again, in this case the people's deed and its consequence are related and
interpreted by the principle that impurity requires a resolution which refers to
purifying the impurities.
We have also discussed the importance of the purity of the land and its role in
the "history" of Israel. In the reconstructed past, the first self-defiling generation of
Israelites is not allowed to enter the land but only stays in the wilderness. The second
generation is removed even further away from the land by being scattered among the
nations. The present generation has to go out of the land because of their defiling
actions. In the future, as Israelites re-enter the land they will be cleansed and they will
have to remove the detestable things with which they defiled themselves in the past.
The possibility that they will defile the land again is eliminated. Thus, the emphasis
is not just on the purity of the people as such, but how this affects the land which in
turn affects the status of the people. These all serve to prove the point that exile is
used as a means to remove impurity from the land. Again, the deed-consequence
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nexus is interpreted from the principle that impurity demands a resolution which, in
this case, refers to the temporal removal of the source of impurity from the land.
Once cleansed, they are allowed to return to the land.
From the above consideration of the defilement of the temple/land and its
purification, we can see that the "history" of Israel revolves around the principle that
impurity demands its resolution. This principle governs the deed-consequence nexus
and differs from the juridical point of view which sees misdeeds and sins as requiring
punishment according to pre-conceived norms of action. The idea that impurity
demands a resolution smacks not of a forensic flavour as does in the juridical
perspective. While the covenantal ideas we discussed in Chapters Two and Three are
more limited to the world of Israel, the concept of impurity and purification is
187broader and exists in the ANE world. A yet more general principle will be
examined in the next chapter.
187





In previous chapters we examined the relation between offence and its
consequence from the perspectives of covenant/law and purity. This chapter
continues the examination. There are cases in Ezekiel (and other parts of the OT)
where the punishment bears correspondences or likenesses to the offence. Such
correspondences or likenesses can take many forms. Consider, for example, Ez 36:6-
7, which deals with the sin and punishment of foreign nations. As Israel has suffered
the insult of its surrounding nations (v.6: Dnxtyj □rU nobs JSP), in return, God will
make sure that the nations themselves will suffer insult (v.7: 1X(y DDQbD HDn). In
this case, the nations will suffer what they have afflicted upon Israel. What they have
done will be done to them. The consequence the nations bear is like the deed they
committed, and this likeness or correspondence is forged by using the same verb XU73
and the same noun HObD. This phenomenon of correspondences between a misdeed
and its recompense has been pointed out by some biblical scholars.1 A more thorough
study is done by Miller. Although the title of his book is Sin and Judgement in the
Prophets, he deals with only three passages from Ezekiel, Ez 27-28; 35:14-15; 36:6-7
(our example above) which are all related to foreign nations. We will in the following
sections examine passages pertaining to Israel which exhibit correspondences
between its offence and punishment. Thus, this chapter will supplement Miller's
interesting study. We will first examine the notion of "poetic justice" which is often
used to denote this phenomenon of correspondences. Then we will focus on some
passages from Ezekiel relating to the sin and punishment of Israel. After that, we will
examine expressions like "I will bring their deeds upon their head" which suggest a
certain correspondence between the people's deeds and Yahweh's punishment.
2. The Meaning of "Poetic Justice"
In a study on the "Poetry of Poetic Justice", Lichtenstein does not explicitly
define "poetic justice", but he holds that there is a poetic character in divine
retribution which "often exhibits a measure for measure correspondence between a
1 Wolff 1934:27-28; Fichtner 1949; Lohfink 1961; Westermann 1967:160-161; Janzen 1972:35-38;
Zimmerli 1974.
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crime and its punishment" and his aim is to examine imagery related to "the notion of
poetic justice". Thus, for Lichtenstein poetic justice is related first of all to divine
retribution, and secondly, designates a special form of divine retribution in which the
punishment has what we may call a talionic relationship with the crime. In an article
entitled "Natural Law and Poetic Justice in the Old Testament", Barton holds that
"poetic justice" refers to cases where "a divine judgment is declared in a way that
stresses its appropriateness to the sin which has called it down". Instead of
Lichtenstein's "correspondence", Barton uses "appropriateness" to designate the
relationship between the misdeed and its recompense. While Lichtenstein's aim is to
exhibit the poetic character of divine retribution. Barton's concern is to detect behind
texts displaying poetic justice the idea of natural law. Common to them are the ideas
that poetic justice deals with divine retribution, and more specifically, with sin and its
recompense. Miller's study mentioned above focuses on the correspondences
between sin and punishment in the prophets. He identifies three sources or settings
for this correspondence: poetic justice, covenant and curses, and talionic style or
thinking.4 For him, poetic justice is basically a literary device found in different
genres such as myths, fairy stories and legends,5 and it is created through metaphor,
simile and paronomasia.6 Thus, both Miller and Lichtenstein emphasise that poetic
justice is a literary technique used to depict a certain correspondence between a
misdeed and its recompense. The ways that these three scholars use "poetic justice"
have similarities and differences. It is worthwhile to see how the term is used in
literary studies.
The term "poetical justice" was first coined by Thomas Rymer in 16787 in his
Tragedies of the Last Age. Its variant, "poetic justice", which was first devised by
Dryden, has been used synonymously with "poetical justice" until now.9 Although
Rymer's use of the term is rather vague and restricted only to punishment, Zach
detects in it three basic meanings: (1) "ausgezirkelt gerechte Bestrafung"; (2)
"ironisch angemessene Bestrafung"; and (3) "strengere Bestrafung, als es das
Vergehen verdient".10 Some of these meanings, as we will see immediately, survive
2
I ichtenstein 1973:255




7 In his study devoted to the idea of "poetic justice", surprisingly Zach gives the year 1677
(1986:25).




to this day. As the point of departure for considering its use in current literature, we
follow Zach's procedure in giving a list of definitions found in dictionaries:11
An ideal distribution of rewards and punishments such as common in some
poetry and fiction. (1)
The ideal justice in distribution of rewards and punishments supposed to befit a
poem or other work of imagination. (2)
A situation in which someone is made to suffer for something bad they have
done, in a way that seems perfectly suitable or right. (3)
An outcome of a fictitious or real situation in which vice is punished and virtue
is rewarded usually in a manner peculiarly or ironically appropriate to the
particular situation. (4)
The morally reassuring allocation of happy and unhappy fates to the virtuous
and the vicious characters respectively, usually at the end of a narrative or
dramatic work. ... such justice is 'poetic', then, in the sense that it occurs more
often in the fictional plots of plays than in real life. ... In a slightly different but
commonly used sense, the term may also refer to a strikingly appropriate
reward or punishment, usually a 'fitting retribution' by which a villain is ruined
by some process of his own making. (5)
There are 2 related though clearly distinguishable meanings attached to the
term. The literary scholar uses it to refer to the doctrine that all conflicts
between good and evil, whether in the drama, the epic, or the novel, must be
concluded with the reward of the virtuous and the punishment of the evil ....
To the non-literary scholar, or a lay person, poetic justice means a reward or a
punishment (more frequently the latter) which is somehow peculiarly
appropriate to the good deed or the crime; it may be of a sort that occurs rarely
in life; but it is gratifyingly concrete, and it somehow ironically "fits the crime"
as when a villain is overwhelmed by the catastrophe he had planned for others.
(6)
"Poetische Gerechtigkeit", der in der Dictung oft erscheinende, in der
Wirklichkeit vermiBte Kausalzusammenhang von Schuld und Strafe .... (7)
From these definitions, several observations can be made. First, the term "poetic
justice" is often taken as a literary device used in literature (1, 2, 5, 6, 7) and it rarely
relates to a real life situation (4, 6). Second, it includes both reward and punishment
(1, 2, 4, 5, 6), although it can be associated with only the latter (3, 7). Third, it has
two related meanings not always noted (5, 6), and more often only one is mentioned
(1, 2, 3, 4). Its first meaning is the ideal distribution of justice with regard to reward
and punishment, usually mentioned at the end of a work. Its second meaning
emphasises the ironic aspect or appropriateness of the reward or, more often, the
punishment. Both of these meanings were already recognised by Rymer. In particular,
11
(1) Random House Dictionary 1493; (2) OED (8:326) which uses "poetical justice" instead; (3)
Longman Dictionary 1085; (4) Webster's 2:1749; (5) Baldick 1990:172; (6) Shipley 1955:31 1; (7)
von Wilpert 1989:692. This list differs slightly from Zach's (1986:28).
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Shipley (6) specifically mentions that these two different meanings are adopted by
literary and non-literary scholars respectively. The latter more often than the former
uses the term to refer to the ironic aspect of the appropriate punishment or reward.12
This seems to be the case for the three biblical scholars Lichtenstein, Barton and
Miller mentioned above. However, it is not clear if these two meanings can be
separated completely. While it is true to say that ideal distribution of justice does not
necessarily imply that there is any ironic aspect in the retribution, the latter seems to
imply the former. By saying that there is an ironic or peculiarly appropriate
retribution, it is implied that the good person will be appropriately rewarded and the
bad one appropriately punished. Having a "strikingly appropriate" reward or
punishment points to the idea of distributive justice. In comparison to these two basic
meanings, the idea that poetic justice denotes the causal relationship between sin and
• 1 ^
punishment is rather rare (7), and it is, according to Zach, not taken up in modern
English.14 This meaning is not to be found in Rymer's usage of the term, and his
third understanding of poetic justice as a punishment more severe than deserved does
not seem to survive in modern English.
This discussion shows that the term "poetic justice" has a broader meaning in
literary studies than in biblical studies. In the latter, the term is restricted to the
appropriateness or correspondence between an offence and its recompense. In this
chapter we will adopt this more restricted meaning. The causal relationship between
sin and punishment in poetic justice, which is kept by some German but not English
literary critics,15 requires further clarification since its meaning may admit of
different interpretations.
3. Poetic Justice in Ezekiel
3.1. Ez 5:5-17
In the symbolic action in Ez 5:1-4 Ezekiel cuts and divides his hair into three
parts which are then burned, cut with a sword, and scattered to the wind. Then an
interpretation of this symbolic act is given in 5:5-17.16 Verses 5-6, introduced by the
messenger formula, form an accusation of Jerusalem's offence. Then in vv.7-10 the
12 Zach (1986:32-33) attributes the dominance of the first meaning among literary scholars to its
popularisation by Addison in 1711.
Ij Also Drescher (1979:367) who holds that poetic justice is that which "den Kausalzusammenhang
von Schuld u. Suhne erfafit".
14 Zach 1986:34.
15 Zach 1986:34.
16 Hals 1989:29; Allen 1994:56. Some scholars prefer to take Ez4-5 as composed of two parts. The
first part consists of commands to perform symbolic acts and the second part a series of oracular
materials commenting on the previous acts. See, for example, Cooke (1936:58), Zimmerli
(1979:154, 174), Greenberg (1983a: 117-119).
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first interpretation of the symbolic act, introduced by pb and the messenger formula,
is given in the form of an oracle of judgement. A second interpretation, vv.l 1-13, is
put in the form of a proof saying. This is followed by two further oracles, vv.l4-15
and vv.l6-17, with the form of an announcement of punishment and ended with the
asseveration formula.17
In the first interpretation, the word '[SP in v.7 introduces the accusation:
□rrrvinp? ntp'K trun-fj? v.7aa
nrpbn x'b piipn? v.7ap
drpfcp Kib pstpp-nKi v.7ay
nrrup K'b18 DDpiPpp ntp'x n*ian 'ostp'Mi v.7b
The punishment, which is then introduced by pb in v.8, is preceded by the challenge-
to-duel formula fbi? ,3in,19 and the expression which is typical of
announcement of punishment and expressing correspondence especially in
20retribution. Then in v.8b we have:
D'ian ppb npstpP21 •pirp p'Pvi v.8b
17 Hals 1989:29-30; Allen 1994:55-56.
18 There are two options concerning the word Xb. The first option is to delete it because: (1) about 30
Hebrew manuscripts and the Peshitta lack the word: Bertholet 1936:20; Fohrer 1955:33; (2) a
comparison with 11:12, which does not have the word, points to its absence: Hitzig 1847:38; van
den Born 1954:46; Pohlmann 1996:79n.231; BHS apparatus. This option is also adopted by RSV
and NRSV. The second option is to keep it because: (1) textually speaking, the MT is supported by
the LXX (except LXX311'61j) and Targum; (2) the idea that Israel is worse than the nations is not
foreign to the OT in general or Ezekiel in particular: Bertholet 1897:31 (citing Ez 16 and 23);
Kraetzschmar 1900:58 (citing Ez 3:6-7; 16:47 and Jer 2:10-11); Greenberg 1983a: 112-113; (3)
that Israel is worse than the nations is found in the context of v.7, i.e., in v.6: Aalders 1955:115;
Allen 1994:52, 74; (4) the omission is probably a harmonisation with 11:12: Keil 1876a:89;
Herrmann 1924:30; Zimmerli 1979:151; Allen 1994:52; (5) from a stylistic point of view,
Greenberg (1983a: 113) holds that the double negative of the divine act (ntZZi7 xb) in v.9 parallels
the double negative of the human act (HE'S? xb) in v.7. This is followed by Brownlee (1986:88) and
Allen (1994:52). We may add that the double negative of the human act in v.7 is contrasted with
the double positive divine act in vv.8-9. The second option is also held by Lofthouse (1907:82),
Davidson (1916:41), Heinisch (1923:47), Schumpp (1942:32), Wevers (1969:58), Eichrodt
(1970:79). On the whole, the MT is preferred on both external and internal grounds.
19 Humbert 1933.
20 BDB 169.
21 Some scholars propose to emend D'UDffito to D'ODIC" because (1) the latter word is more common for
"judgement" in Ezekiel (e.g. Ez 5:10,15; 11:9; 16:41; 28:22, 26; 30:19): Bertholet 1987:32; Cooke
1936:66; Zimmerli 1979:151; Brownlee 1986:88; (2) the former word is more likely to be a
mechanical assimilation to the word in v.7: Brownlee 1986:88; Allen 1994:53; (3) the LXX attests
to the latter word: Fohrer 1955:33. This proposal is also accepted by Bertholet (1936:20), van den
Born (1954:46), Wevers (1969:58). Against (1), we may point out that the expression ODEfoniPV
can have the meaning "to execute judgement" both outside Ezekiel (e.g. Ps9:17; 119:84; cf.
Jer 51:9) and inside Ezekiel (39:21). Thus, its being less common in Ezekiel does not mean that it
has to be emended here. Cf. Pohlmann 1996:80n.233. Against (2), some scholars hold that the MT
exhibits a wordplay with v.7 where the word means "ordinances" while here it means
"judgements". E.g. Bertholet (1897:32), who nevertheless proposes to change it; Kraetzschmar
1900:59; Aalders 1955:116; Greenberg 1983a: 113; Maarsingh 1985:64; Block 1997:202. See also
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By comparing v.7ayb and v.8b, we can detect some correspondences in the use of
1772727 and □''7237273: the judgements (□''7237273) God is going to do (1772727) correspond to
the ordinances (□,'U3727'3) of God and the nations, what the people failed to do
(ntZ717 Kb). But strictly speaking, it is incorrect to say that there is a correspondence
between the offence and punishment as such as claimed, for instance, by
22
Greenberg, because the actual punishment of being killed by pestilence, famine and
sword does not have any correspondence to the crime of not obeying Yahweh's
ordinances. So the correspondence is on the lexical level, not on the level of content.
Apart from these correspondences, in both cases the nations play a role. In v.7 the
ordinances of the nations serve as a reference point for the behaviour of the
Jerusalemites, and in v.8 the nations are taken as witnesses for God's punishing
action. In both cases, the nations are in, although not directly involved in, the
interaction between God and Jerusalem.
Correspondences between sin and punishment go beyond lexical similarities.
Since what Jerusalem has done is worse than the nations (vv.6, 7aa, 7b), what
Yahweh is going to do to it will be something unlike what he has done before and
what he will do in the future. This is stated in v.9a. In this case, the extent of
23
punishment corresponds to the extent of the offence.
Related to this is another correspondence. Before the punishment, Jerusalem
was placed amidst the nations (v.5). This implies that Jerusalem has occupied a
prestigious position with respect to the nations, and one may even detect a sense of
divine election.24 But God's punishment will turn it into desolation (173717) and a
reproach (173717) among the nations around it (flTD"^ 7727'X □,'U3) (v. 14). Note that
there is a wordplay between the final condition of Jerusalem as 173717 and 173717 on
the one hand and the means to bring about this (i.e., 737, 3377 and 3717) on the other
hand. Jerusalem is further characterised as a taunt (173773), a warning (7073) and a
horror (1737273) to its surrounding nations ("pirn^D 7727'K D'tab) (v. 15).25 Although
both before and after the punishment Jerusalem remains situated amidst the nations
Liedke (1971:73-100) and Bovati (1994:208-211) for a discussion on the various meanings of
UDltto. Against (3), Fohrer's argument is weak as noted in Allen (1994:53). Others who keep the




23 Cf. Taylor (1969:86) who remarks that "unparalleled sin demands unparalleled punishment".
24 Keil 1876a:88; Herrmann 1924:39; Wevers 1969:58; Zimmerli 1979:174; Fuhs 1984:37; Allen
1994:72; Block 1997:197-198. Greenberg (1983a: 110) suggests that □,-un lira only means that
Jerusalem is put among the nations as an equal, citing 19:2, 6; 31:14, 18 as support. However, the
context which points to a comparison between Israel and the nations through the threefold use of
the comparative renders Greenberg's interpretation less likely.
23 The LXX reads differently in vv.14-15. Since the textual problems do not affect our argument, a
detailed discussion of them is forgone here. For a careful treatment see Allen (1994:53-54).
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— note the use of the prepositions D for Jerusalem and D'DD for the nations in vv.14-
15 — the prestigious position which it enjoyed before is now revoked. Jerusalem is
now physically seen by all passers-by as only a desolation and is deemed by the
nations as a taunt and horror. Once it fails to perform what is required of it in its
prestigious position, this position is removed and Jerusalem is but a slum among the
nations.
Three different types of correspondences can be detected in this pericope. The
first type involves the use of identical words for the offence and the punishment. The
second type is less on the lexical level, but pertains to the extent of the offence and
the punishment — both are unusual and extreme. The third type, which contains
some lexical connections, deals with the initial and final conditions of Jerusalem —
they are just the opposite. Although it is true to say that there is a casual relationship
between the offence and the punishment in these cases, it is a relationship that is
definitely mediated by Yahweh whose powerful "I" dominates all the descriptions of
the punishments issued from him.
3.2. Ez 6:1-14
Ez 6 has been discussed above in connection with covenant and retribution.
Here we will focus on the correspondences between sin and punishment. Idolatry is
indisputably the offence committed by the people as stated explicitly in 6:9 ("their
26
whoring heart which turned away from me and their wanton eyes whoring after
their idols") and 6:13 ("they offered pleasing odour to all their idols"). The
punishment announced in 6:3-6 targets this idolatry. First, Yahweh will bring an end
to the places where idolatry is committed. The high places (DIM) will be destroyed
(v.3; cf. v.6). Second, the means of worship will be demolished. The altars and the
incense altars will be desolated and cut down (vv.4, 6). In addition, the altars will be
desecrated by scattering bones around them (v.5). Third, the idols themselves will be
broken (v.6). Fourth, even the idolaters themselves will be slain and thrown before
the idols (vv.4, 5, 7). These gestures show that the idols are impotent to protect not
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only themselves, but also their worshippers.
Apart from these, the extent of the idolatry corresponds to that of Yahweh's
punishment. First, the abomination of the people is qualified by "all" (b3) (v.9).
Second, in v. 13b the altars are said to be found everywhere, again, by using the word
26 Whether "iD'hC'X should be deleted in accordance with the LXX is of no direct relevance to us. It
is deleted by Herrmann (1924:42), Bertholet (1936:22), Cooke (1936:74), Fohrer (1955:37),
Wevers (1969:60), Zimmerli (1979:180) and Allen (1994:83). It is retained by Greenberg
(1983a: 134), Block (1997:230).
27 Cf. Joash's challenge in Jdg 6:31.
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bO: on every high hill, on every mountain top, under every green tree and under every
leafy oak. An intensification can be seen by this fivefold use of bo to qualify both the
locations and the idols. In response to this, Yahweh's punishment is equally
comprehensive. First, total destruction is expressed by means of paronomasia:
notyoi HODU? (v.l4aP). Second, this destruction is applied everywhere, indicated by
"all (bo) their settlements" and "from the wilderness to Riblah", i.e., from the north
to the south (v,14ay). This extensive punishment is earlier indicated in v. 12 by the
use of the meristic "far" (pUTl) and "near" pYlj?), hinting at the comprehensiveness
of the punishment. Since this twofold distinction does not work well with the three
means of punishment (in v.ll), a third category is added: "those who are left and
?o
spared". The point is to emphasise the totality of punishment. Thus, although no
lexical links can be found, the extensiveness of the punishment clearly corresponds to
the extensiveness of the idolatry. In sum, the lexical link between sin and punishment
is limited only to the word "idols" (□,b>lb>}), but the correspondences in the various
aspects involved in idolatry are prominent (i.e., the locale, cultic paraphernalia, idols
and worshippers, and Yahweh's dealing with them). It should be noted that all these
happen at the places where the idolatry is committed. Thus, Fohrer captures it well by
.... 9Q
saying that "der Ort der Schuld wird derjenige des Gerichts".
3.3. Ez 7:20-21
The offence of the people lies in that they take pride in the ornaments made
from gold and silver, and by which they made images of abomination. In return (note
the use of p~b>S7), Yahweh will make the silver and gold into something unclean and
abhorrent (IT73). This is achieved by handing it over to strangers as booty and letting
them profane it (v.21). By making (ntPV) images from gold and silver, the people
think that they are making something holy and venerable, but by delivering it to
strangers as a booty and allowing them to treat it as common, Yahweh is making it
into (b> ]n]) the opposite, something profane and unsuitable for worship. Thus, the
punishment is appropriate to the crime in that it frustrates the very purpose of the
crime. What is meant for veneration is made unvenerable for the people. Since the
people misused what was originally precious, Yahweh will render it useless for them.
28 The Hebrew word is absent in LXX. By reference to Is 49:6 it is often regarded as
secondary or a gloss to explain the word "llSim which follows it. E.g. Hitzig 1847:43; Herrmann
1924:42; Bertholet 1936:22; Fohrer 1955:39; Wevers 1969:61; Zimmerli 1979:181. However,
Allen (1994:83) rightly explains the pairs of words as "he who is left over (from the pestilence) and




The section Ez 11:1-13, which is part of the temple vision Ez 8-11, is framed
by the reference to Pelatiah (vv.l, 13). According to Allen, the main oracle (vv.2-12)
has the form of a disputation and a proof saying. The tripartite structure of the
disputation is: thesis (v.3apb), dispute (v.6) and counterthesis (vv.7-11). In this
case, the dispute forms the accusation, and the counterthesis the judgement. The
recognition formula in vv.l Ob and 12aa, which is a part of the proof saying, plays no
role in the structure of the disputation.
In the vision, this event takes place at the east gate of the temple where Ezekiel
sees 25 men. He identifies two of them as the officials of the people 'IIP). In v.2
these people are characterised as those who "devise iniquity and give wicked counsel
in this city". The word ("counsel") occurs again only in Ezekiel at 7:26,
associated with the function of the elder. It is thus probable that the other 23 people
are elders. The quotation in v.3 has two parts:
□'pa rnJ3 3i7i?3 xb v.3a|3 It is not near to build houses,
urnKl TOPI X'n v.3b it is the pot and we are the flesh.
The ambiguity of both parts has led to a variety of interpretations. Verse 3ap is
particularly difficult since it is not taken up again in the following oracle. It can be
seen as a statement as given above, a question,31 or a command.32 "To build
houses"33 can mean literally the physical construction of houses, or metaphorically
the continuation of family lines (e.g. Dt 25:9; Ru 4:11). The word 3n|?3 can be taken
either in a temporal sense, or a spatial sense.34 In v.3b the "it" has its antecedent in
v.2, referring to "this city", that is, Jerusalem. There are basically two interpretations
of the image. First, as the pot protects the meat inside it from insects, etc., so the city
protects the people from being harmed. Second, since only the choice meat is to be
put in the pot, the officials are claiming that they are the elite of the society in
contrast to other groups of people who could be either the exiles or those who are
less privileged socially. Exegetes usually base their decision partly upon the
interpretation of vv.6-8. Generally speaking, two main positions can be discerned.
The first is to take the accusation as pertaining to civil matters. The point of
departure is to compare the present text with Mic 2:1-2 through the common
expression pX (□patZhl ("those who devise iniquity") which is found only in these
30 Allen (1994:131), followed by Block (1997:330).
31 Eichrodt 1970:107; Graffy 1984:43; Brownlee 1986:154; NIV. Cf. LXX.
32 Horst 1953:340.
33 Steinmann (1953:61) is unique in emending DTD to mD3 ("hauts-lieux").
34 Cf. thepimn inPs 10:1.
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two texts in the OT. In Mic 2:1-2, those who devise iniquity are the powerful
people who covet other people's property — fields, houses and inheritance — and
seize them from their owners. When applied to the present text, the officials are
powerful people who take away the property of the less-privileged people. In this
case, v.3ap is often taken as a statement and 3Y1pD in a temporal sense. Thus, for
them there is no urgency to build houses for they can easily seize them from the
poor. They are therefore the choice meat in the pot, i.e., Jerusalem. They deserve to
be there whereas the poor do not. This is the meaning of v.3b. To support this
interpretation the "slain" in v.6 are normally taken as the civilians who are victims of
•27
biased judicial decision. That is to say, the officials are accused of gaining profit at
TO
the expense of the poor. One problem with this interpretation is satisfactorily
incorporating v. 8 into this line of thinking. For example, Allen interprets the sword in
v.8 as referring to "the fall of Jerusalem at the hands of the Babylonians" which is
TQ
sent by Yahweh to carry out his "moral retribution". But this understanding of the
sword apparently has no connection to his interpretation of vv.2-3. Greenberg's
opinion that the officials are afraid of the sword because of their "bad conscience" is
even more far-fetched.40
The second position is to take the accusation as pertaining to political matters.
This position takes seriously the expression DXTH TSH ("those who
give wicked counsel in this city"). At that time, the sort of wicked counsel that could
be given in Jerusalem probably refers to the counsel of the officials and the elders
who proposed an anti-Babylonian policy.41 In this case, v.3a(3 can mean that there is
no time to build the houses since all the resources must be used to fortify the city (cf.
Is 9:9) 42 Or, it can be a complacent remark, meaning "we have plenty of time to
build up the houses".43 Thus, the pot-meat image in v.3b underlines the idea of
protection.44 The argument is that "we do not have to worry about the Babylonians,
35 Cf. Ps36:5.
36 Fohrer 1955:60; Greenberg 1983a: 187; Fuhs 1984:60; Ohnesorge 1991:69; Allen 1994:160; Block
1997:333.
'7 This is usually based on Eissfeldt (1950). But see Kraetzschmar (1900:118).




41 Eichrodt's opinion (1970:135) that this group has a consistent pro-Babylon policy is untenable
because Ezekiel, who himself argues strongly that Babylon is an agent of Yahweh's punishment
and that Judah must submit to Babylon (e.g. Ez 17), would hardly call such a policy "wicked
counsel". See also Pohlmann's comment (1996:162).
42 Fisch 1950:57; Taylor 1969:109; Greenberg 1983a:187; Cooper 1994:140; Clements 1996:46;
Pohlmann 1996:164; Block 1997:333.
43
Graffy 1984:43-44.
44 Keil 1876a:145; Bertholet 1897:61; Kraetzschmar 1900:116; Cooke 1936:122; Feinberg 1969:63;
Eichrodt 1970:137; Carley 1974:67; Graffy 1984:44; Andrew 1985:54; Cooper 1994:140; Duguid
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since Jerusalem, being the chosen city of Yahweh, can protect us". The slain in v.6
refer to the political opponents killed by the anti-Babylonian regime (cf. Jer 41-42).45
This anti-Babylonian group is certainly afraid of the sword, referring to the war
which ensued from their decision. Thus, this line of thinking incorporates well vv.8-
10 which refer to the attack of the Babylonians and the subsequent exile and
execution.
This passage is built upon the themes of (i) TO ("pot") and "liPD ("meat") with
each word occurring three times (vv.3, 7, 11); (ii) being inside or outside the city,
expressed in a variety ofways including the use of the prepositions 3, "pro and "pOO;
and (iii) sword and judgement. These three themes are intertwined and can be found
in both sin and punishment.
First, the pot-meat theme. The group claims that the city is the pot, and they are
the meat (v.3). As a pot protects the meat inside it, so the city will protect the group
inside it. In response to this, Yahweh announces a first twist in v.7a. In v.6, this
group of people is accused of having multiplied their slain (QD,,7bn DrP2*in) in this
city (nNTn T5?n) which obviously refers back to the city already mentioned in vv.2
and 3. Verse 7a follows up the lead in v.6. Having murdered them in the city, the
group further placed them in the midst of it (HDirO). Now being in the city conceived
as the pot, the slain thus by definition constitute the meat in the pot (v.7a). This is
emphasised in the Hebrew by the use of the personal pronoun: "l&Qn nfrit. They, the
slain, are the meat and the city is the pot. This sets up a contrast to the claim of the
group: TiyDnUTOK. This also hints that by committing the killing, the group's
identification with the meat in the metaphor is undermined.46 This first twist denies
only implicitly that the group is the meat as they claimed, and introduces a second
group of people, the slain, who cannot protect themselves and are therefore murdered
and declares them to be the meat by virtue of the action of their murderers who
placed them inside the city. The second twist comes at v.l 1 where Yahweh states that
"it will not become your pot, and you will not47 become meat inside it". That is, the
1994:116; Block 1997:332 (pot as a storage vessel).
45 Cooke 1936:122; Fisch 1950:58; Pohlmann 1996:164. The opinion that the slain refer to future
victims ofwar because of the bad counsel, held by Horst (1953:341), Wevers (1969:77), Zimmerli
(1979:259), Stuart (1989:101) and Clements (1996:47), cannot be accepted because vv.6-7
indicate not only that the killing has already happened, but also that it is the group of elders and
officials who killed and placed the victims within the city. In this connection we may mention the
purely conjectural emendation of Bertholet (1936:34) who changes the second person plural verbal
forms in vv.6-7 to first person singular (with Yahweh as subject).
46
By comparing with Mic 3:2-3, some scholars (e.g. Greenberg 1983a:187-188; cf. Keil 1876a: 147)
hold that the slain are being treated by their murderers as meat in a caldron. If that is the case, the
murderers attribute to the slain the status of being meat (in the pot) by committing this offence and
thereby forfeit their own status.
47 The MT does not have the second negation which is supplied in the LXX. Following the
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city will not protect the group, and they will not be the meat in it because, as said in
vv.7 and 9, they will be taken out of the city. Once out of the city, they are by default
not meat any more. This second twist explicitly denies the group's claim to be meat.
If the first twist allows the first half of their claim (i.e., "this city is the pot") to
remain unchallenged and denies only the second half (i.e., "we are the meat"), then
the second twist denies the group from identifying both the city as the pot and
themselves as meat in the pot. This forms a final and complete refutation to the
group's claim.
Second, the theme of inside and outside. We have mentioned above that being
inside the city is the criterion for claiming to be meat. The idea of inside and outside
in this passage is mostly related to the 25 men. This group is devising iniquity and
giving wicked counsel in (3) the city. They have killed many in (3) the city and
placed them in the midst of it (H3in3). As a result, they will be taken (XTIH) out of it
(rDIDlO). Thus, "inside" is not contrasted with the "surroundings" (expressed by the
preposition 3,30), but with "from/out of inside" (HDino). Not only will they be out of
the city, they will be taken to the Israelite border (bXIfy Vl3J)48 — the furthest place
suggestion of GKC § 152z or J.-M. § 160q, many commentators hold that the first xb performs
double duty (e.g. Kraetzschmar 1900:118; Herrmann 1924:57; van den Born 1954:74; Aalders
1955:194; Zimmerli 1979:229; Greenberg 1983a: 188; Allen 1994:127; Pohlmann 1996:127).
Cooke (1936:127) denies that but insists that a second xb should be supplied. Fisch's interpretation
(1950:59) that "after their flight from the city they would be the flesh which fell ..." is simply self-
contradictory. Graffy (1984:46-47) argues against the consensus. He holds that Ezekiel declares
the people to be meat, but the meat of the slain in line with v.7. His interpretation fails to see that to
be meat it has to be inside the pot, and he makes no notice of the rhetorical effect of vv.6-7. Block
(1997:336) opines that the people will be meat in the pot because the pot now has not the
connotation of protection (as in v.3) but that of cooking. However, this change is nowhere evident
in the text. Both Block and Graffy fail to resolve the tension their opinion has with vv.7 and 9
where the people are said to be taken out of the city (although Grafiy [1984:47n.70] acknowledges
the problem).
48 Most scholars (e.g. Herrmann 1924:57; Cooke 1936:123; Auvray 1957:48; Zimmerli 1979:229;
Greenberg 1983a: 185; Pohlmann 1996:127) claim that bxttP' blDfrbv (vv.10, 11) means "on
Israelite border". Other disagree. Grafiy (1984:46), followed by Allen (1994:162) (cf. Block
1997:337), holds that bxiiy b"Ql refers not to the border, but the territory of Israel, claiming that
they base this observation on Ottoson's view (1977:365) that bxttP1 bin} does not refer to the
border of Israel apart from 2 Kg 14:25. Allen further claims that bXlUA VQl~by is a shortened
variant of bxifr1 VojrbM which means "in all the Israelite territory". However, Ottoson does not
discuss the expression bX71£" VnJrby and his observation is inconclusive because one should also
consider the preposition that goes with the word Vol rather than just the expression itself. When
prefixed by 3, the expression b"DJ3 refers to the territory of whatever is in construct with it
(Num 33:44; Dt2:4; Jos 24:30; Jdg2:9; 11:18; 1 Sam7:13; 10:2). This is also the same for the
prefix b33 (Jdg 19:29; 1 Sam 11:13, 7; 27:1; 2 Sam 21:5; 1 Kg 1:3; 2 Kg 10:32; 1 Chr 21:12). But
in the case of by, (i) in the sense of "on/at", the expression refers to the border of whatever is in
construct with it outside Ezekiel (Nu 20:23; 22:36; Jos 19:2), (ii) in the sense of "adjoining to", it
probably refers to territory (Jos 18:5; Ez 48:2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28; J1 4:6), (iii) in the
sense of "against", it refers to territory (Zep 2:8). In Ez 11:10, our observation above justifies
rendering the expression as "at the border of Israel". Similarly, noting the frequent interchange
between by and bx in Ezekiel, Ez 11:11 should be interpreted in the same way.
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from the city4 — and there Yahweh will judge them. This group commits wicked
actions within the city and they claim to be protected by the city by staying in it. In
response to this claim, Yahweh announces that they will be taken out of city, to the
border of Israel which is furthest from the city. While they killed many in the city, it
is outside the city that the sword will come upon them. While they placed the slain in
the city, it is outside the city that they themselves will fall by the sword. Following
their own logic, once outside the city they cannot be the meat and thus have no
protection which they eagerly want.
Third, the theme of sword and judgement. The people are afraid of the sword
(i.e., the war). In response to this, Yahweh himself will bring the sword upon them.
This in itself does not necessarily imply the death of the people, but only that they
will be thrown into war. But vv.9-10 quickly supply the frightful news. Instead of
staying safely within the city, they will be taken out of it and handed over to the
foreigners, that is, the Babylonians, who will execute judgement upon them. If that
still leaves them a faint hope of survival (as those who survived the first attack in 597
BCE), this is shattered immediately— for by the sword they will fall. It is noteworthy
to point out that in all three clauses (vv.8a, 8ba and v.lOaa) wherein the word
"sword" pin) is found, it always occupies the first position: it is the sword which
they fear, it is the sword which Yahweh will bring to them, and it is by the sword that
they will fall. One can hardly miss the prominence which Ezekiel gives to the word
"sword". Foreigners judging the people is finely paralleled by Yahweh judging them
on the border (vv.10, ll).50 While v.9 indicates that it is the foreigners who will
execute judgement on the people, w.10 and 11 claim that it is Yahweh who judges
the people. While v.8 says that it is Yahweh who will bring the sword to the people,
vv.9 and 10 suggest that the people will actually fall at human hands. From this, the
idea that there is synergism between human action and divine action comes to the
fore. The sword is Yahweh's agent to carry out his purpose and the foreigners are his
agents to execute his judgement.
In this passage there are a number of correspondences between sin and
judgement which include lexical links such as "pot", "meat" and "sword". These
links show that the punishment is not only related to the sin, but also appropriate to
it. Apart from lexical links, the rhetorical effect produced by the theme inside and
outside also serves to foster a link between sin and punishment. Punishment is
thereby seen as a reversal of the offence and therefore fit for it.
49
Greenberg (1983a: 188) remarks that the Israelite border represents the "extremity of the
expulsion".
50 This interpretation follows the Masoretic accentuation. Auvray (1957:48) is unique to hold
otherwise: "Vous tomberez par l'epee sur le territoire d'Israel, ...".
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3.5. Ez 12:17-20
Ez 12:17-20 is a sign act related to the one in Ez 4:10-16. After the word
reception formula in v. 17, Yahweh's instruction for the prophet to act is given in
v.18. Then the addressees are introduced in v.l9aa, followed by the interpretation of
the sign act in vv.l9a(3-20 which is in the form of a bipartite proof saying.3'
Although the prophet acts out the instruction (i.e., to eat bread while quaking
and drink water with trembling and anxiety) before his fellow exiles and explains that
to them, his sign act is basically about the inhabitants of Jerusalem on the land of
Israel. Of special relevance to us is vv,19ap-20a: "They shall eat their bread with
anxiety and drink their water with trembling, that54 its55 land will be stripped56 of all
it contains because of the violence of all those inhabiting in it. And the inhabited
cities shall be in ruins and the land shall be a desolation." Here the offence of the
51 Hals 1989:79.
52 Ezekiel's addressees, the people of the land (pXH DV), probably refers to his fellow exiles (e.g.
Fisch 1950:67; Carley 1974:77; Greenberg 1983a:223; Allen 1994:183; Block 1997:382; against
Cooke 1936:133; Ziegler 1948:39). It is not necessary to taken the reference as people living on
the land of Israel because Ezekiel uses the designation in different ways. For a discussion, see
Greenberg (1983a:223) and Maarsingh (1985:160).
53 The Hebrew b 7QX means "to speak of'. E.g. Zimmerli 1979:276; Greenberg 1983a:222; Allen
1994:171, 174; Pohlmann 1996:172; Block 1997:380.
34 The word admits of different possibilities. First, it can have the final sense, indicating a
purpose. E.g. Smend 1880:71; Toy 1899:17; Kraetzschmar 1900:128; Herrmann 1924:75; Cooke
1936:133; Schumpp 1942:66; Fisch 1950:67; van den Born 1954:80; Aalders 1955:212; Auvray
1957:52; Zimmerli 1979:276; Maarsingh 1985:160; Brownlee 1986:177; Breuer 1993:85. Second,
it can have the consecutive sense, indicating result. E.g. Greenberg 1983a:223; Block 1997:380.
Third, it may indicate a cause, meaning "because". E.g. Hitzig 1847:84; Keil 1876a: 161; Fohrer
1955:65; Eisemann 1988:211. Cf. Allen 1994:174. It is difficult to decide between the final and
consecutive meanings, but with a finite verb following it, it is more likely that it has the final sense.
For this, see Brongers (1973:89-91). One can also compare its use in 4:17 which, as we have
argued, also has a final sense. Although the meaning of "because", or rather, "on account of' is
listed in BDB (775). A review of the examples given shows that in these cases is unanimously
followed by a noun or with personal suffixes. The present case does not seem to fit this category.
55 There are three interpretative options for ITPX: (1) keep the MT reading and interpret it as
Jerusalem's vicinity. E.g. Keil 1876a: 161; Kraetzschmar 1900:128; Fisch 1950:67; Aalders
1955:213; Greenberg 1983a:223; Allen 1994:174; Block 1997:380; (2) emend it to "(the) land" in
line with the LXX. E.g. Smend 1880:71; Cornill 1886:244; Toy 1899:17; Bertholet 1936:44;
Pohlmann 1996:172; (3) emend it to "their land" in line with some Hebrew manuscripts. E.g.
Ehrlich 1912:42; Herrmann 1924:75; Cooke 1936:133; van den Born 1954:80; Fohrer 1955:65;
Zimmerli 1979:276; Brownlee 1986:177. In our opinion, the first interpretation makes sense and
there is no need for emendation.
56 There are three interpretative options for nxbftD: (1) interpret the as privative in meaning as in
the case of Ez 32:15. E.g. Keil 1876a: 161; Cornill 1886:244; Toy 1899:17; Kraetzschmar
1900:128; Schumpp 1942:66; Aalders 1955:213; Carley 1974:77; Zimmerli 1979:276; Allen
1994:174; Pohlmann 1996:172; Block 1997:380 (comparing with 32:15); (2) interpret the ]0 as
causal as in v,19b(3 (in this case what fills the city is violence). E.g. Greenberg 1983a:224; (3)
emend the text to nxboi ("and its fullness"). E.g. LXX; Herrmann 1924:75; Bertholet 1936:44. In
view of Ez 32:15, the first option is most probable.
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people is violence (DDI"!). Violence is an offence which Ezekiel charges the people
several times (7:11, 23; 8:17; 45:9). In response to this offence, the punishment will
be twofold, corresponding to the two aspects of the offence (i.e., the inhabitants and
the city/land).
Firstly, the offenders are characterised as "inhabitants (□,I2t£b) of Jerusalem".
The significance of this can be seen by comparing it with 7:23 and 8:17. In these two
texts, the city/land is also said to be "full of violence" (D&n Xbft). However, in 7:23
there is no explicit reference to the offenders and in 8:17 the offenders are simply
called "house of Judah". In the present text, the idea of inhabitant is related to the
punishment of depopulation. This is found first in v,19ba: Jerusalem in which the
people dwell will be stripped of its content. That is to say, the inhabitants are no
longer inhabitants of the city. If the land is filled with violence, then this violence
will lead to the emptying of what fills the land. The wordplay on the DDH, and
Nbfo seems deliberate. The idea also appears in v.20a where the cities which will
become ruins are qualified by the word "inhabited" (niDlC'lin). The then inhabited
cities will be depopulated. The inhabitants will be no more. We may compare this
with 4:17 where the lack of food and water would eventually lead to the people
wasting away. That is to say, those who used to inhabit in the land/city are no longer
able to do so because of their sin and thus are no longer inhabitants of the land/city.
Secondly, the land/city in which the people dwell will be desolated. While
v.l9ba is concerned only with the desolation of Jerusalem and its vicinity, v.20a
extends the desolation to all cities and the whole land. Not only are the land and
cities depopulated, they will become ruins and a waste.57 Thus, the land will become
uninhabitable. In this passage, the correspondences between sin and punishment
show that the latter will undermine the status of the offenders as being inhabitants of
the land and also destroy the location of the offence.
When commenting on Hos 4:1-3 where similar ideas are found, Wolff argues
that "the judgement results not from the direct actions of Yahweh himself, but from
'an organic structure of order,' 'a sphere in which one's actions have fateful
58
consequences' which Yahweh puts into effect". His opinion is definitely influenced
by Koch. Wolffs comment may also be applied to our text here since in it Yahweh's
action on the people and the land/cities is nowhere to be found. However, it is
difficult to prove that Wolffs idea is true. In our text here, the recognition formula
which concludes the passage points out the importance of what precedes it. The ways
57
According to Ehrlich (1909:101), the verb 0£>U?" (hiphil) with a locality as object refers less to
destruction and more the doing away with the inhabitants. Although we have only its cognate noun
HDIDIC' here, the same connotation may still be present.
58 Wolff 1974:68.
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in which the inhabitants and the land/cities fare are clearly related to God and are
indeed for the purpose of arriving at a knowledge of God. If that is true, one may
wonder whether an immanent-causal understanding of the events correctly portrays
what Ezekiel has in mind. In fact, one may claim that the correspondences between
sin and punishment depicted are used not only to "underscore the fact that Yahweh
will punish when Israel has sinned"59 but also to stress that his punishment is just and
appropriate.
3.6. Ez 12:21-25
Ez 12:21-25 is a disputation speech comprising three elements: thesis (v.22b),
counterthesis (v.23b(3) and dispute (vv.24-25aa).60 It is concluded by a recapitulation
of the counterthesis and the concluding formula. Although it is not clear if the thesis
and the counterthesis can be labelled as sin and punishment respectively, the
correspondences between them are difficult to miss.
In v.22 the quotation is called a which probably means that it is a well
established proverb.61 In view of the "in Israel" (bXltP'Q) in v.23, the proverb should
be taken as one current in the land of Israel but not about the land of Israel
n01X~bi7) (v.22).62 The proverb says:
■pTrnbS 73X1 O'DT? IShX'' The days are prolonged and every vision comes to
nothing
It echoes the opinion of those remaining in Israel that many days have passed but the
63
prophecy of disasters has never come true. The proverb actually denies the
fulfilment of every vision. God responds with a counter-proverb (v.23b|3):
fTrrnbD "DTI awn imp The days and the content of every vision are
approaching
The counter-proverb takes over the words "days" and "every vision" from the
quotation and changes the rest of it. There are two changes: first, the word ISIX^ of
the proverb is replaced by imp; second, the word 13X1 is omitted and 737164 is added
in construct with "every vision". Thus, the phrase "the content of every vision"
59 Miller 1982:11.
60 Allen 1994:194.
61 Block 1997:387. Referring to quotations, the word also appears in Ezekiel at 18:2, 3.
62
Ziegler 1948:39; Zimmerli 1979:279; Greenberg 1983a:226; Grafiy 1984:53; Block 1997:386;
against Allen 1994:185; Pohlmann 1996:172.
6j
Greenberg 1983a:230; Grafiy 1984:54.
64 Some propose to emend "071 to: (1) X37: Cornill 1886:244; Herrmann 1924:78; (2) 73577: Ewald
1880:74; (3) 73H7: cf. Heinisch 1923:70 ("eintreffen"); Bertholet 1936:44; Ziegler 1948:40; Fohrer
1955:67; (3) 77701: Kraetzschmar 1900:129. But the MT is supported by the LXX. Its reading is
kept by, for example, Ehrlich (1912:40), Cooke (1936:136), Aalders (1955:215), van den Born
(1954:81), Zimmerli (1979:279), Greenberg (1983a:226), Graffy (1984:55), Allen (1994:187),
Pohlmann (1996:172), Block (1997:389n.28).
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becomes the second subject of imp. In the first change, the yiqtol form having a
durative sense65 is replaced by the qatal form denoting an action performed at the
moment of utterance or in the very near future.66 Thus, the opposition is brought
about not just by using a verb of opposite meaning, but also by the form of the verb.
The second change introduces the word ~D"7 which with its cognate verb dominates
v.25. The contrast brought about by this change is discussed below.
The dispute comprises two ,D-clauses. The first one is negative, stating that
67there will be no more empty visions and flattering divinations (v.24). The second
one is positive, stressing that Yahweh will speak and whatever he speaks will be
/TO
done (v.25aa). The idem per idem construction in v.25aa underscores that
everything that God says will be realised.69 These two clauses further bring out the
contrast between the proverb and the counter-proverb. The negative clause
characterises "every vision" as "every empty vision" (KTO' pTfnbD), thus giving a
negative connotation to flTrrbD in the proverb. This partly concedes the claim of the
quotation.70 It is true to say that empty visions, and only empty visions, will not come
true. The positive clause immediately underlines that Yahweh's word, that which he
speaks, will be done (ntpIPl). In v.25b, it is Yahweh himself who will execute his
word. Thus, v.25 provides a positive understanding of "IT?. The second half of
Yahweh's counter-proverb is actually saying "every vision's content, as far as it is
from me, is approaching". The whole dispute is recaptured in v.25afba where the
idea of imminence is repeated by using the phrases "there will be no more delay"
(~7137 Kb) and "in your days".
Thus, the correspondences between the thesis and the counterthesis are lexical
and connotative. The counterthesis links lexically to the thesis by repeating the words
CPDTt and )1Tn_b3 from the thesis, and by using imp as an opposite to 1T1KT
Although linked lexically, there is a difference in the connotation between ]T?n_t?D
and ]1tn~bD "ITT. By means of these similarities and differences, the counterthesis is
constructed as a complete rejection and reversal of the thesis. If those who say the
proverb could be said to commit an offence, then the punishment is not simply to put
65 For this use, see J.-M. §113f.
66 For this understanding, see J.-M. §112fg. Cf. "in your days" (DD'Q'D) in v.25 which implies a sense
of imminence. For the switch from yiqtol to qatal form, see also Graffy (1984:55), Allen
(1994:198), Block (1997:389n.28).
67 This follows the MT vocalisation. If the absolute form pin attested in some manuscripts is
accepted, then Sltf should be taken as a predicate, i.e., "every vision is empty". For this
understanding, see Ehrlich (1912:42-43), Allen (1994:187). Cf. Greenberg 1983a:228.
68 The syntax of the text is difficult. For a discussion, see Zimmerli (1979:279-280), Allen
(1994:188), Block (1997:391). However, the main thrust of the text is clear.
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an end to the proverb, but to replace it with a counter-proverb with a totally opposite
content.
3.7. Ez 12:26-28
Ez 12:26-28 is a disputation speech having a thesis (v.27apb), a counterthesis
(v.28aP) and a dispute (v.28ba). It is introduced by the word reception formula
(v.26) and concluded with the concluding formula (v.28bp). The thesis in the form of
a quotation clearly has a chiastic structure:
Cpm n,a,',7 rrrn ]1Tnn The vision he sees is for many days,
KD3 Kin mpim □1nyVl and for far-off times he prophesies.
In contrast to 12:21-25, this saying is not about visions in general, but those of
Ezekiel as indicated by the twofold use ofKin. And it is not about unfulfilled visions,
but those which are only concerned with71 the future and therefore will be fulfilled in
the distant future as underscored by the chiastic structure which has a temporal
element at its centre. In the counterthesis, Yahweh identifies his words with Ezekiel's
vision and prophecy by using "all my words" ("HSV^D),72 and there is a denial of any
further delay of all Yahweh's words. This constitutes a direct refutation of the
thesis. The argument used to support the counterthesis is the affirmation that the
word spoken by Yahweh will be fulfilled. Although it is not clear if the quotation is
about Ezekiel's prophecy of salvation74 or destruction,75 the counterthesis captures
the tone of thesis well and refutes it directly. For the thesis to have any force, it is
necessary that Ezekiel's prophecy be fulfilled only in the very distant future. But the
immediacy and certainty of the fulfilment of God's word stressed by the
counterthesis takes away the force of the thesis. Thus, the counterthesis forms a
fitting response to the thesis.
3.8. Ez 13:10-16
Introduced by the word reception formula, 13:1-16 is an oracle against the male
false prophets. The first part, vv.3-9, is a woe oracle in the form of a tripartite proof
saying concerning false prophecies and visions. It starts with a series of accusations
71 The b of both and mpim □,ni7b marks the topic of discussion. See W.-O'C. §11.2.1 Og.
72 Allen (1994:200) takes "my words" as a challenge to the "he" in the thesis.
7' This understanding follows the Masoretic accentuation. Taking the major disjunction at 7127, some
scholars leave the verb "[Ufon to stand by itself, thus in parallel to v.25. See, for example, Ehrlich
(1912:43), Bertholet (1936:44), Ziegler (1948:40), Greenberg (1983a:229). But the LXX indirectly
reflects the Masoretic accentuation by rendering "JlPan as the plural pr|Kijvooaiv, and it is possible
to have a feminine singular verb for a plural subject (e.g. GKC § 145k). See, for example, Cooke




Greenberg 1983a:231; Allen 1994:200; Block 1997:392.
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(vv.3b-7). The word "therefore" introduces a summary of the accusation (v.8). This is
followed by an announcement of punishment (v.9a) and concluded with the
recognition formula (v.9b). Without a proper introduction, the second part of the
oracle, vv.10-16, is a tripartite proof saying concerning the false proclamation of
peace. The accusation is introduced by "because" (fS^m f57"») (v. 10).76 The
punishment anticipated in vv.11-12 appears in w,13-14ba, followed by the
recognition formula in v,14bp. V.15 then provides a summary statement. An overall
conclusion to the whole oracle is found in v. 16 which contains elements from both
parts, namely, "visions" and "peace".77 We will deal only with the second part of the
oracle.
In this oracle, the prophets are accused of leading the people astray by
proclaiming the false message of peace when there is no peace (v. 10a). This charge
resembles similar accusations made by Jeremiah of the Jerusalemic prophets (e.g.
Jer 6:14; 8:11; 23:17). It is then expressed by means of a metaphor. The people build
70
a loose wall of unmortared stones, but the prophets come and smear untempered
plaster79 on it. Thus, the prophets cover the wall with plaster which does not really
work, giving the impression that the wall is solid and good (i.e., Tj?) instead of
revealing its weakness.
The metaphor continues in vv.l 1-12. Those who did the plastering are first told
OA
that the wall will fall (v.l lap). Then w.l lb-12, which read "there is flooding rain,
and you, hailstones fall,81 and (you) tempestuous wind burst forth. And behold, the
76 Talmon and Fishbane (1975/76:133), followed by Greenberg (1983a:241), suggest that the first
part ends in v.10a. But Ez 36:3 shows that can introduce an oracle. See Aalders
(1955:225), Allen (1994:189).
77 These form-critical observations are based on Hals (1989:84-86) and Allen (1994:194). Parunak
(1978:26) points out some chiastic features of vv.10-16: v.l0a//v.l6, vv.lOb-1 la//vv.14-15,
v.l 1 b//v. 13, and v.12 forms the centre. Tidiman's chiastic structure is less convincing (1985:188).
78 The Hebrew fn is a hapax. Ehrlich (1912:45) argues on the basis of its use in Mishnah that it
refers to a loose wall. This is followed, for example, by Herrmann (1924:79), Fisch (1950:71),
Greenberg (1983a:237), Allen (1994:202) and Duguid (1994:94). Cf. Block 1997:406n.69.
79 The word "7Dfl refers to plaster without the necessary ingredients. See Greenberg (1983a:237) and
Block (1997:406-407). But Propp (1990:408) holds that this understanding is too literal and
prefers to render it as "hogwash", i.e., "nonsense".
80 Some scholars turn the MT into a conditional by adding a T to iTTI in view of the LXX (e.g.
Herrmann 1924:80; Zimmerli 1979:287; Greenberg 1983a:233, 238; Allen 1994:186, 189-190;
Pohlmann 1996:185; Block 1997:397). Some emend it to read iTTP in view of v.13 (e.g. Toy
1899:18; Cooke 1936:144). And some change it to the conditional particle (e.g. Kraetzschmar
1900:134). Aalders (1955:227) rightly argues that there is no need to make any emendation for the
change between qatal and yiqtol forms in a sentence is entirely possible as Ps 2:1-2 testifies.
81 The Hebrew niTXI is difficult. Our translation follows those who keep the MT and render both
mVsn and S?i?5p as second person (e.g. Keil 1876a:166; Aalders 1955:228; Eisemann 1988:221;
Breuer 1993:94; cf. Greenberg 1983a:233). Some propose rnptO according to the LXX (e.g. Toy
1899:18; Herrmann 1924:80; Schumpp 1942:71; cf. Greenberg 1983a:238; N1V). Others prefer to
delete the word (e.g. Heinisch 1923:72; Cooke 1936:144; Ziegler 1948:41; Allen 1994:190),
188
wall falls, will you not be asked, where is the plaster which you smeared?", anticipate
the fall of the wall and the uselessness of the plaster. But at this stage, nothing about
the plasterers themselves is in view. In v. 13 the three meteorological phenomena
recur in a slightly different order: tempestuous wind, flooding rain and hailstones.
The are all respectively qualified by an element of (God's) anger: "in my wrath"
(TIDED), "in my anger" (*SND) and "in wrath" (rtftPQ). Although only the
tempestuous wind is said to be brought about by Yahweh, there is no doubt that the
other two are also of divine origin. The purpose of this is to bring destruction. V.14a
makes that clear. The wall which the plasterers have worked on will be broken down
and torn to the ground so that its foundation will be revealed. So far only the wall is
singled out for Yahweh's action. But v. 15 goes further. Not only the wall but also the
plasterers are the target of Yahweh's destructive action in anger, so that at the end
Yahweh can say, "There is no wall, and there are no plasterers." In v,14boc the
feminine verbal form and suffix cannot refer to the wall (Tj?) which is masculine.
89
Jerusalem is probably referred to (cf. v. 16). When Jerusalem falls, "you", the false
prophets, will perish within it.
The basic correspondence between the offence and the punishment revolves
around the word "wall". The word "wall" (Tp>) used in the metaphor is associated
with the city wall (e.g. 12:12). In the metaphor, the offence lies in covering up a
loose wall with plaster which does not work so as to give it an impression of
strength. In reality, the prophets by their proclamation of peace give the people a
false sense of security of the city Jerusalem. Correspondingly, in the metaphor the
punishment is to tear down the wall and lay bare its foundation so that one can see
that the wall is unstable and the plaster useless, and in reality the city wall of
Jerusalem will be broken down and the message of the prophets shown to be false. In
this understanding, the punishment is appropriate to the offence in the sense that the
former frustrates the intention of the latter, making the latter a futile exercise. That is
to say, the covering up will not work. What is concealed will be revealed. In this
sense, the pair of verbs mu-ilbj are opposites characterising the offence and the
punishment respectively. An ironic element of the punishment is that the prophets
who claim that the Jerusalem wall will stand actually perish when it falls. That is to
say, Jerusalem, the object of their lies, is also the means of their punishment.
taking it as a dittography with 'JDXI (e.g. Auvray 1957:54; Zimmerli 1979:287; Block 1997:397).
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Ez 13:17-23 presents an oracle against the prophetesses for practising sorcery.
It is first introduced with a command to perform a hostile gesture and the messenger
formula in vv.l7-18aa. Then there is a woe-oracle in the form of a tripartite proof
saying: accusation in vv.l8ay-19, announcement of punishment in vv.20-21a, and the
recognition formula in v.21b. This is followed by another tripartite proof saying:
accusation in v.22, announcement of punishment in v.23aba, and the recognition
formula in v.23bp.
In contrast to the male prophets who are more concerned with public affairs
(13:2-16), the text suggests that the female prophets have a private ministry, dealing
with those who come to them privately. It is possible that these prophetesses are
84
involved in some sort of black magic or necromancy. The exact procedure of the
prophetesses' divination cannot be determined from the text. The word np3, which
appears only in Ez 13:18, 20, probably refers to bands used in magical contexts.85 It
• • 86»
has been suggested that these bands are to be tied to the wrists of the prophetesses,
or to the people,87 or to an image of the victim.88 Since in v.20 Yahweh will tear
these bands from the prophetesses' arms,89 it is more probable that they are worn by
the prophetesses themselves. They also put nnspp on the head. The word occurs only
in Ez 13:18, 21. It probably refers to a veil or shawl which is used to cover the head90
of the prophetess in view of v.21. V.l 8b speaks of them entrapping other people and
maintaining their own lives. The phrase "entrap the person" (1Z7D2 T1X) is found again
only in Prov 6:26 where it may refer to the seduction of the gullible.91 This could
well be its meaning here. By using the bands and veils as some sort of divinatory
paraphernalia, the prophetesses deceive the gullible among the people.




85 Cooke 1936:145; Saggs 1974:5; Duguid 1994:96; Jeffers 1996:94; Korpel 1996:102; Block
1997:413.
86 Dumermuth 1963:228; Greenberg 1983a:239; Block 1997:413;
87 Cooke 1936:145; Eichrodt 1970:169; Allen 1994:204.
88
Saggs (1974:5), followed by Jeffers (1996:94).
89 For □3,nVT1T, one may expect to have a feminine suffix instead of a masculine one (or a third
person masculine plural suffix as in BHS apparatus). Other similar cases can be found in this
passage: DD3T33 (v. 19), on'X (v.20), DflX (v.20), and DDTinSDO (v.21). Regarding this, Rooker
(1990:78-81) points out the tendency of late Biblical Hebrew to replace feminine forms by
masculine ones. This is adopted by Block (1997:412n. 19) who produces more examples of late
Biblical Hebrew in this passage.
90 Allen 1994:191; Pohlmann 1996:185. Cf. Greenberg's "rags" (1983a:239).
91
Greenberg 1983a:240; Pohlmann 1996:192n.938.
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• • • 92Their divination probably involves invoking Yahweh for otherwise the name
• • 93of other gods would probably be indicated. In this way they profane Yahweh
(v. 19a) by downgrading him as if he is a puppet they can manipulate at will. It is
possible that the barley and bread are involved in the ritual, as offerings that
accompanying the divination (v. 19a).94 While their act may give the impression that
their divination is an inquiry made to Yahweh, it is in fact only an imitation of a real
consultation of Yahweh.95 They prophesy only out of their hearts (v. 17) and what
they see is only emptiness (v.23). The charge that they put to death those who should
not die and keep alive those who should not live (v. 19a) probably refers to their
telling lies (v. 19b), giving unfavourable or favourable messages96 to those who do
not deserve them. Thus, they dishearten the righteous and strengthen the wicked
(v.22). The language of life and death, and righteous and wicked recalls the role of
Ezekiel as a watchman (3:17-21; 33:7-9). What they do amounts to usurping the
97
privilege of the prophetic or priestly role to announce life and death, and abuse it.
In response to their offence, Yahweh first announces that he will remove the
bands and veils from them (vv.20a, 21aa). Note that while the prophetesses sew
(isn) the bands to the wrists, Yahweh will tear them away (37~lp>). The word IHp is
chosen appropriately because it is the opposite of "IDn as Ecc 3:7 clearly shows. The
correspondence between the offence and the punishment is made obvious not just by
employing the same direct object ("bands", "veils"), but also by the choice of the pair
of opposite verbs snp-bsn. That is to say, what was used for plying their trade is
removed. The punishment is appropriate to the offence because the means by which
the offence is carried out is eliminated.
Secondly, by performing that counteraction Yahweh further negates the
prophetesses' action. Like the last case, the objects of the prophetesses' and
Yahweh's actions are the same, namely, the people, who are designated similarly in
the prophetesses' action (mU?S3 or or "'foVb miC'Sin) and in Yahweh's
counteraction (miZ?DJ or ,017). And again the actions are opposite. While the
prophetesses hunted (71S: vv.18, 20b) the people so that they became a prey (miXO:
92 Kraetzschmar 1900:136; Cooke 1936:147; Eichrodt 1970:171; Zimmerli 1979:297; Greenberg
1983a:240; Andrew 1985:67; Allen 1994:204; Pohlmann 1996:193; Block 1997:416.
93 Pohlmann (1996:193), citing Jer 23:13 and 2 Kg 1:2 as examples.
94 Cooke 1936:147; van den Born 1954:87; Taylor 1969:125; Greenberg I983a:240; Korpel
1996:103; Pohlmann 1996:193; Block 1997:416. Other OT parallels pointed out include Nu 5:15
and Lev 2:5. This use of 3 can also be found in Jer 16:18; Ez 20:39; 22:16; 36:20. Some other
scholars take it as a payment by the clients. E.g. Kraetzschmar 1900:136; Fisch 1950:73; Zimmerli
1979:297; Jenni 1992:152; Allen 1994:204; Duguid 1994:97; Jeffers 1996:95.
95 Cf. Pohlmann 1996:193.
96 Jeffers 1996:93.
97 Hossfeld and Meyer 1973:133; Greenberg 1983a:244; Pohlmann 1996:194.
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v.21 ay), Yahweh will deliver or release : v.20b; b'yri: v.21) them so that they
QO
are free (mmS: v.20a). Instead of in the hand of the prophetesses (pTD: v.21ay),
the people will be out of their hand (pTfc: vv.21ap, 23ba). In this case, the
punishment is appropriate to the offence in that the former reverses the result of the
latter.
Regarding the fate of the prophetesses themselves, it appears that nothing
concrete has been indicated." They themselves are not the target of God's
punishment and hence the punishment is lighter than expected.100 However, two
observations can be made. First, the punishment that the prophetesses will no longer
see empty visions and practise divination means that they will no longer be able to
function as they used to. If their designation as ffDbQ mxnnnDn ("prophesying from
their heart") represents what they are, then the punishment is a denial of their very
essence. It is a refutation of their being. Second, if Ezekiel as a watchman has to bear
the consequence for not giving warning to the wicked so that they can repent, the
same can perhaps be said of the prophetesses who, instead of warning, have actually
encouraged the wicked so that they do not repent and save their own lives.101 Having
done that, one cannot expect that the prophetesses can secure their own lives.
3.10. Ez 16:1-43
We have dealt with this passage in some detail in Chapter Two. Here it suffices
to list some correspondences between sin and punishment found in the text. First,
while the woman is charged with bribing all her lovers (□,ynXD-by) to have sex with
(bx KID) her "from all around" (TDOfc) (v.33b), her husband will gather all her lovers
(D,3nXQ~bD) to come against (by) her "from all around" (yyDfc) (v.37). In both
cases, the woman's and her husband's actions have the same object, namely, all her
lovers who are from the same whereabouts. The difference lies in what the lovers do
to the woman expressed by a different preposition(al phrase): bx X"D and by.
Interestingly, the prepositions bx and by are very often used interchangeably in
Ezekiel. In this case the correspondence between sin and punishment is created by
lexical similarities and contrast. The punishment is appropriate to the crime in that
the agents of the offence happen also to be the agents of punishment.
98 The word nmsb is difficult. BDB (827) lists only Ez 13:20 for the meaning "to fly" for 1713. Block








Second, she is accused of revealing her nakedness (miV to her lovers
(v.36a),102 and in return her husband will reveal her nakedness (17113? rib}) to her
lovers (v.37bp). While the former action represents an offence of the woman,
namely, adultery, the latter action is a symbolic act of punishment for adulterers. In
the former case, her lovers are those with whom she commits adultery, but in the
latter case, her lovers become the witnesses of her punishment. In this case, the
punishment corresponds to the sin in that the same action is done to the woman, but
by different agents and with opposite meaning.
Third, the woman is charged with not remembering the days of her youth when
she was "naked and bared" (rPT13?1 D'137) (v.22ba; cf. v.7) and when she was
"wallowing in blood" (v.22b|3; cf. v.6). Corresponding to her first situation, the
husband will let her lovers strip her of her garments and take away her beautiful
objects and leave her "naked and bared" (JTH371 OTV) (v.39). The combination
rrnin D'hOJ? occurs only in Ez 16:7, 22, 39; 23:29 within the OT. It is first found in
v.7 to describe the situation of the baby girl and then in v.22 in the indictment. Its
appearance in v.39 is significant for it clearly refers back to its previous two
occurrences. If the woman's root offence lies in her not remembering that she was
"naked and bared", then the punishment aims at bringing her back to this status and
helping her to recall this lost memory. In this case, through lexical links the
punishment is shown to be appropriate to the offence by correcting the offence.
Corresponding to her second situation, the husband will turn her into "a bloody
victim ofwrath and jealousy" (v.38b) which probably refers to execution. The lexical
link between the punishment and the offence is the word "blood" (D7). Again, if she
forgets that she was in blood in her youth, then the punishment brings back this
memory to her.10j The offence will be rectified by the punishment.104 The reference
to "blood" in the punishment is also related to the woman's offence of shedding
blood (v.38; cf. v.36). By shedding blood, she is turned into blood.
Fourth, in the early description of the sins of the woman in vv. 16-18 she is said
to abuse the garments and jewellery by making idols out of them. Correspondingly,
these will be taken away (v.39a). The punishment is fitting in that it removes the
102 The text actually reads "| 01737 nbJOI. But this undoubtedly refers to her exposing her nakedness.
We may compare this with v.25 where she is said to part her legs to every passer-by. In this case,
her action is done in public. This corresponds to her punishment, i.e., being exposed naked before
witnesses.
10j Cf. Fishbane (1984:138): "a poetic reprise of her bloody origins".
104 Note also that there is a shift in the connotation of "blood" from vv.6 and 9 to vv.36 and 38.
According to Klee (1998:104n.20), "blood" as blood from birth and menstruation in vv.6 and 9
connotes life whereas "blood" as blood shed in murder and death penalty in vv.36 and 38 connotes
death.
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instrument of the offence, the means by which the offence is committed. Similarly,
while the woman builds a brothel (DJ) and booth (!1DT) for her prostitution (vv.24-25,
31), the punishment inflicted upon her will include the breaking down of the brothel
and the pulling down of the booths (v.39a). Again, the punishment corresponds to the
offence in that the former destroys the instrument by which the latter is committed.
Lastly, the idea of publicity plays a role in both sin and punishment. This is
first found in v. 14 in a positive sense. The name of the woman is spread among the
nations because of her beauty. She was famous but not notorious. But that is quickly
given a negative twist. In v. 15 she plays the whore because of her name, and she
pours out her whorings on every passer-by ("D137-,7D). Her whoring has become a
public event and becomes worse. In vv.24-25 she builds brothels and booths
everywhere (3im")D, "ph PX3-t7D) and she spreads her feet to every passer-by
(~D"127-b3). The idea of committing the offence publicly comes to the fore.
Corresponding to this, the punishment is done in the public. Not only is the woman
stripped naked before her former lovers (v.37), other punishments are executed
"before the eyes of many women" (mm D'ttfa NT*?) (v.41). She who offended
publicly will be shamed and punished publicly.
In this passage, the correspondence between sin and punishment is forged
mostly by means of lexical links and the idea of reversal. Thus, the punishment
inflicted is deemed appropriate to the sin. The reversal of the offence includes the
turning back of the lovers against the woman, the removal of the means by which she
commits her offence, and the bringing back of the lost memory which is her root
offence.
3.11. Ez 34:7-10
The passage 34:7-10 is part of Ez 34 which is an oracle of salvation built on the
metaphor of shepherd and sheep. The structure of Ez 34 has been discussed above
and need not be repeated here.10^ Here we are concerned with vv.7-10, focusing on
the correspondences between the offence of the shepherds and their punishment.
The summary of indictment in v. 8 gives the following accusations:
(1) my flock has become spoil, and my flock has become food (HbDN) for all the
animals of the field for there is no shepherd,
(2) and my shepherds have not looked for (Un7) my flock,
(3) and the shepherds have tended (nsn) themselves,
(4) and my sheep they have not tended.
105 See Chapter Three Section 5.1.
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In the indictment, those who bear the title "shepherd" (HST!) are basically accused of
not living up to their title. That is to say, they do not perform what is required and
expected of a shepherd. They do not look for any lost sheep, and they do not protect
the flock and so it becomes spoil and food for the wild animals. Moreover, they tend
themselves instead of tending the sheep. The way in which they tend themselves is
not mentioned here but found in v.3: "you eat the fat, you clothe with the wool, you
slaughter the fatlings". Thus, not only do they not perform what a shepherd should
do, they also make use of their position as shepherd to exploit the flock. Thus,
although they are called "shepherds", there is in fact no shepherd (nWl ],X).
In response to this, Yahweh announces the following (v. 10):
(1) I will ask for (Un*T) my flock from their hand,
(2) I will stop them from tending (run) my flock,106
(3) and no longer will the shepherds tend themselves,
(4) and I will rescue my flock from their mouths, and it shall not become their food
(nb3K).
Since the shepherds did not look for (UH"7) the flock, Yahweh demands (fZ7~l~T) the
flock from them. Yahweh holds the shepherds responsible for the flock. The
correspondence stresses that the shepherds' failure to is repaid with Yahweh's
urn.107 When v.8 (and v.5) is compared with v.10, we notice that the behaviour of
the shepherds is like that of the wild animals preying on the flock. But the shepherds
can no longer tend themselves because Yahweh will deliver the flock from them that
they can no more take the flock as food. Although Yahweh does not claim that he is a
shepherd in this passage, what he does is exactly what one expects of a shepherd. By
demonstrating what a real shepherd should do, Yahweh reveals the false claims of the
shepherds. If they were not really tending the flock, Yahweh will stop them from
having the title "shepherd". They cannot claim to tend Yahweh's flock anymore.
Thus, the correspondences between sin and punishment revolve basically
around the verb niH, with UH7 and nbDK also playing a part. What is directly under
attack is the office of a shepherd. If the shepherds take advantage of their office and
exploit the flock, then they will be removed from their office and so can exploit no
more. If a ilif'T is stopped from tending the flock, then he is reduced to nothing at all.
The job will be taken up by someone else — in this case, Yahweh — and this is the
theme of vv.l 1-16.
106 The LXX reads "my flock" for the MT IKS. It is possible that the MT drops the ' by
pseudohaplography with the following 1. E.g. Zimmerli 1983:205; Allen 1994:157; Block
1997:279.
107 Cf. Jer 23:2 where the shepherds' failure to 7pD the flock is repaid with Yahweh's action to 7pD.
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4. Poetic Justice, Lex Talionis, and Justice
Our discussion above shows that punishment is related to the offence in that the
punishment is like the sin by incorporating some elements of the offence. This
likeness or correspondence between the offence and punishment is forged by
different means: the repetition of the same verb and/or the same agents in both the
offence and punishment; the indication that both the offence and punishment are of
the same (outrageous) extent; the punishment consists in removing or destroying the
means of committing the offence, or removing the offender from her/his office of
which s/he takes advantage to commit an offence, or reversing the intention or result
of the offence. Through these correspondences, the punishment is made to look like
the offence. The principle, which works behind these texts displaying poetic justice,
is "like for like". The punishment should be like the offence although how this
..... i08"likeness" is to be realised varies in individual cases.
This principle of "like for like" is vague and general yet also deep, fundamental
and pervasive in human civilisation.109 One of its actualisations is found in the lex
talionis. The literature on lex talionis is legion110 and it is not our objective here to
contribute to the current debate.111 Regarding the terminology, the Latin word "talio"
originally means "die gleiche Wiedervergeltung eines empfangenen Schadens am
Korper".112 In the OT, Ex 21:24; Lev 24:19-20 and Dt 19:21 are the only three
passages displaying this idea of "talion". It was only in the seventh century CE that it
acquired the definition "talio est similitudo vindictae, ut taliter quis patiatur, ut
1 1 "S
fecit". Nowadays, the word "talion" has a broader reference which includes:
(1) punishment of a bodily part which is used directly in the offence; (2) punishment
by the same means which the offender used in the crime; (3) punishment determined
according to the motivating force which forms the basis of the crime.114 As such, it is
sometimes called "spiegelnden Strafen".113 One should note that "mirror
108 While this principle of "like for like" forms the background for God's action, in Wisdom of




E.g. Alt (1934), Daube (1947:102-153), Weismann (1972), Frymer-Kensky (1980).
111
According to Huffmon (1992:321-322), the current debate on lex talionis and biblical material is
centred upon two issues: (1) whether it is actually practised or a principle guarding against
excessive punishment; (2) the relationship between talion and pecuniary compensation. For a
summary of various options, see Westbrook (1988:41-47). See also Martin-Achard (1989) for an
overview of some recent literature, and Otto (1991) for a recent discussion.
112 J tingling 1984:3.
llj Herdlitczka 1932:2069. He also provides a historical development of the meaning of "talio" in
antiquity. A summary of his article is given by Jungling (1984:3-4).
114 Herdlitczka 1932:2069.
115 Brunner 1892:589; Weissmann 1972:337; Jungling 1984:4. Cf. Miller's "'mirror' punishment"
(1982:104).
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punishments" in its various forms are not simply literary products but can actually be
found not only in ancient law codes such as the Code of Hammurapi and Assyrian
laws, but also in the Pentateuchal laws (e.g. Dt 25:11).116 While "mirror
punishments" are rightly distinguished from the actual talion as claimed by some
scholars,117 it is also justified to describe these punishments as having talionic
features or talionic in nature. Regarding the correspondences between sin and
punishment in Ezekiel, it is unlikely that they can be found in the Pentateuchal laws
or any other ancient law codes, but their sharing the same form as the "mirror
punishments" implies that they can equally be said to be talionic.
In the original understanding of talion an offender suffers the same bodily harm
s/he inflicted on the victim. The presupposition is that justice is done if the
punishment is the same as the crime. In the broadened sense of the lex talionis, or the
"mirror punishment", the presupposition of justice is that the punishment should in
some way be like or commensurate with the offence. Thus, by positing
correspondences between sin and punishment, Ezekiel is able not only to provide a
stronger link between the two, but also to appeal to the presupposition that there is
justice when punishment is like the sin.
Commenting on poetic justice texts, Barton, following Scharbert, holds that
they show that God's "punishment is understood in terms of'a sense ofjustice which
118demands an appropriate "reward" for a good or evil deed'". Justice is done when
the punishment is appropriate to the crime. In these texts, this notion of
"appropriateness" is expressed by means of "correspondences" between sin and
punishment which can take different forms. That is to say, when a punishment
corresponds to a sin, it is appropriate. And since the punishment is appropriate,
justice is done. Thus, these correspondences between sin and punishment point to "a
concept of retributive justice".119
5. Poetic Justice and Dynamistic Thought
In connection with this type of sin-punishment relationship, it is sometimes
said that it expresses what some would call "dynamistic thought". For example, Koch
considers Hos 4:4-6 as exhibiting "the view that actions have built-in
consequences".120 That is to say, "[t]he one who does something will passively




119 Miller 1982:134 (his italics).
120 Koch 1983:66-67.
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experience the consequences of what was actively set in motion".121 In discussing
dynamistic thought in the prophets, Tucker suggests that when the prophets see the
punishment as corresponding to the sin and express that in rhetorical patterns they are
• • 199
assuming that "there is justice built in the very structure of reality". He cites, for
example, Is 1:19-20; Hos 8:7; and Hos 10:12-13. Some comments on these claims
are in order.
First, Miller points out that some texts utilised by Koch (and therefore Tucker)
to support his idea are actually more concerned with the correspondences between an
• 199
action and its consequence than simply the consequence of the action. Take
Hos 4:4-6 as an example. There the punishments are generally described and their
correspondences to the offences clearly show a talionic emphasis. The text indeed
speaks of consequences, but the stress is on correspondences. The point is to show
that there is justice in the punishments.
Second, even if an offence does work itself out to its inevitable consequences,
this does not mean that the consequences have to be like it.124 In other words, the fact
that there are correspondences between the offence and its consequence does not
support the idea that this consequence is actually an inevitable outgrowth of the
offence. Further argument is needed to show that this is in fact the case. On the other
hand, Miller notes that the correspondence pattern "serves to sharpen or heighten the
relation between sin and punishment when the Tun-Ergehen Zusammenhang is not
• 125 •
clearly evident and even when it is". This observation is pertinent to the question
of how we know that this event is the consequence of that action done previously.
How can we be sure that that the man falling into the pit he dug is the consequence of
his digging the pit (e.g. Prov 26:27)? The answer is "we do not know". Saying that
his falling into the pit is a consequence of his digging is actually forged by the
correspondence pattern. Far from concluding from the correspondence pattern that
the text implies dynamistic thought, the correspondence pattern highlights the
1 9 f\
certainty that sin will be punished.
• • • • • 127
Third, Koch in his mechanistic understanding of sin and consequence uses






126 Cf. Janowski 1994:261.
127 Koch later revokes this idea (1962:398).
128
E.g. Koch 1983:48, 74.
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Congenial to this is especially the use of nature metaphors (e.g. Hos 8:7).129 This use
of nature metaphors and the idea of inevitability have the important implication that
one should be able to determine the consequence on the basis of the sin. When one
sows an orange seed, one expects to get an orange tree and nothing else. When a
person walks on hot coals it is expected that his feet will be scorched (Prov 6:28).
But this feature cannot be found in those sin-punishment relations where
correspondences play an important role.
Our discussion above shows that there are different ways to forge the
correspondence between different sins and their punishments. We can even conceive
different punishments corresponding to the same offence. For example, in the case of
Ez 13:10-16 the punishment for the false prophets could be that they become dumb
so that they can speak no more false message. The correspondence between the sin
and its punishment in this hypothetical case is clear. Or in Ez 13:17-23 it is not
necessary that the bands and veils used by the prophetesses be torn away from their
arms. God can equally inflict upon the prophetesses the punishment that their arms
will be chopped off. This punishment corresponds to the crime in that the means of
their crime is destroyed. Or in Ez 34:7-10 the punishment could be that although the
shepherds feed on the flock they will never be sated (cf. Flos 4:1 Oaa). This
punishment corresponds to the crime in that it renders futile the intention of the
crime. There is, therefore, some arbitrariness in the type of correspondences forged
between a sin and its punishment. However, in spite of these actual or possible
variations in the correspondence pattern between sin and punishment, these
correspondences all serve to convey the point that the punishment is appropriate to
the crime. This particular punishment is appropriate to and fits this particular crime.
The punishment is justified and just because it fits the crime.130 This idea exhibits the
moral character of Yahweh who is just in dealing with people giving them what
befits their conduct.
If, corresponding to an offence, different possible punishments can be
conceived, each corresponding to different aspects of the sin, then the particular
punishment announced for a sin cannot be the inevitable outcome of the sin. It is but
one of the many possible punishments chosen in that particular context for that
particular sin. Thus, the fact that there are various correspondence patterns between
sin and punishment cannot be used to support the dynamistic viewpoint. Rather, it
proves exactly the opposite. That is, the punishment which corresponds to the sin is
129 Koch 1983:61. According to Barton (1979:10), Koch's thesis is also derived from texts dealing
with poetic justice.
130 For a discussion of the idea ofjustice as fittingness, see Cupit (1996).
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not the inevitable outgrowth of the sin. Rather, that one particular punishment is
announced instead of another implies that there is some arbitrariness, or more
positively, a choice. Despite the arbitrariness, the point is that the punishment, being
appropriate to the sin, is just. Thus, while Barton is certainly right to claim that
passages displaying poetic justice concern "not the mechanics of retribution, but the
moral character of the God" who is "consistent and rational in his dealings with men"
and "makes the punishment fit the crime",131 one can go further and claim that these
passages actually refute the idea of mechanistic retribution.
Fourth, it is interesting to note that the discussion of Tucker and Koch makes
no reference whatsoever to Ezekiel. This is perhaps not accidental. In Ezekiel the
divine "I" comes to the fore.132 In the above eleven cases in which poetic justice can
be detected, in almost all the cases (the possible exception is 12:17-20) Yahweh
himself announces and inflicts the punishment. In these cases there is no hint
whatsoever suggesting dynamistic thought. It is Yahweh who discloses the sort of
correspondence a punishment has with the sin and it is he himself who will carry out
the punishment. Only in three cases (7:20-21; 11:1-13; 16:1-43) do we find any
human agent involved in the execution of the punishment. The theocentric view
1
characteristic of Ezekiel renders dynamistic thought less likely. Furthermore, in the
opinion of Koch and Tucker, the passive formulation of a punishment, as for
example in Is 1:20, implies there is no divine involvement and therefore hints at
dynamistic thought.134 We have already commented on this.13:5 In the case of Ezekiel
the only passive formulation is found in 12:25a and 28b where it is said that
Yahweh's word "will be done" (n^STl). Even then, in 12:25b it is said immediately
and explicitly that Yahweh himselfwill do it (vrpfeWT). It is made clear that Yahweh
himself fulfils his word, not that the divine word realises itself. The prominence of
this divine persona in Ezekiel may account for the non-inclusion of Ezekiel in Koch's
or Tucker's study.
6. Expressions Suggesting Correspondences between Sin and Punishment
In this section we will examine three expressions relating punishment to sin.
The first expression, "I will put your way(s) on your head", may suggest that the
punishment afflicted on the offender is nothing but the offence itself. It resembles "I
will visit/punish (7pD) upon him his ways" as found in Hos 4:9b which Koch argues
131 Barton 1979:12.
132 Cf. Reventlow (1960:324-325) who speaks of the prominence of the divine "I" in Ezekiel.
13j For an exposition of this theme, see Joyce (1989:89-105).
134 Tucker 1997:383.
135 See Chapter One Section 4.
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is indicative of dynamistic thought where Yahweh's action is limited to "setting in
motion the consequences of a human action". Miller, however, argues that one
should not fail to consider Hos 4:9a which underscores a comparison
1-37 #
correspondence. We will examine the meaning and function of this expression.
The second expression under consideration is "I will judge (UDU?) you according to
your way(s)". The language ofjudgement clearly points to intervention by an external
agent in the correlation between sin and punishment. The third expression is "I will
do as you have done". The importance of these latter two phrases is that they point to
a certain correlation between the punishment and the offence. This supplements our
discussion of correspondences between sin and punishment above.
6.1. "I will put your way(s) on your head"
In Ezekiel there is a phrase which seems to imply that the punishment is
nothing but the offence. We shall call this the requital formula for the sake of
1
convenience. Its various forms are given below:
Type A Tim DWX73 Q377 9:10
*nna Dtfma ddtt 11:21
Tna tfma pn 16:43
Tm □w'xia arm 22:31
Type B friX fbl? 1*3YT 7:4
TypeC nzftna rnnai ... Tnm ... Tbx 17:19
Type D "pnanrr^D nx "pby Trm 7:3
ITayin-ba nx fVy Trim 7:8
msnm mnm 23:49
Type E ]nx 1*3773 7:9
In Type A, the phrase is formed by the verb "[173 with the direct object *|YT and
indirect object IZ7"X~1 prefixed by the preposition 3. Outside Ezekiel it occurs only in
1 Kg 8:32 (J12 Chr 6:23) (TOXID 1317 Tinb). In all these cases, the subject of frill is
always Yahweh. Type B, found only in Ezekiel, replaces ITX73 in Type A with the
preposition with a personal suffix.139 Type C, also found only in Ezekiel, replaces
177 in Type A with other substantives. Type D is a mixture of Type B and Type C,
found also outside Ezekiel.140 The last one, Type E, is close to Type B.141 In Type E,
136 Koch 1983:67. See also Wolff (1974:83) and Jeremias (1983:67).
137 Miller 1982:122.
138 This terminology is borrowed from Hals (1989:68).
139 Cf. Hos 4:9.
140
E.g. Jer 26:15; Jon 1:14.
141 A similar form is found in 1 Kg 8:39 (=2 Chr 6:30); Jer 17:10; 32:19: TOITbDD tP',xb 71731. Cf.
Ps 20:5; 28:4. With OblC", see Jb 34:11; Ps 62:13; Jer 25:14; Lam 3:64; with tPliil, see Prov 24:12,
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the subject of flU is Yahweh, and its object is not stated explicitly but qualified by a
prepositional phrase composed of 3 prefixed to a noun (phrase). In contrast to
Ezekiel, the use of the 3HP (hiphil) in Type C is more common elsewhere.142 Another
variation of this is the use of bl? or bx instead of 3.143 One may add further the
formula "his blood is on him/his head" which according to some scholars has a
similar meaning.144 In Ezekiel, this "blood restriction formula"145 appears in 18:13
and 33:4, 5.146
A quick overview of these types of formula shows that it is composed of three
elements. The first element is the verb ]D3 that almost always has Yahweh as the
subject. The second element is either the direct object of ]n3 or an expression
introduced by 3 which qualifies the verb. The third element is the indirect object of
which is prefixed by 3 or bl? or b.
Some observations of these types of formula can be made. The first observation
concerns the context of the formula. Regarding Type A, the formula serves as a
conclusion to either an indictment (9:10; 11:21) or an announcement of judgement
(16:43; 22:31). As such it forms the conclusion of the judgement process. The
formulae in the other types are also found in oracles of judgement. Moreover, these
formulae all appear in the immediate context ofjudgement wherein the verb ODtZ? ("to
judge") is found. Thus, these formulae form a part of the judgement proceeding.
The second observation pertains to the first element. In Type A, the translations
of the four cases are not consistent regarding the tense used. For instance, the NRSV
renders 9:10 and 11:21 in the future tense ("I will bring ...") but 16:43 and 22:31 in
the present perfect ("I have returned ...").147 It is not clear if the different contexts
warrant such different renderings. In these cases, it is perhaps best to take TlDi as a
performative perfect,148 an action performed at the moment of speaking or in the
immediate future.149 In the other types, the weqatal or the yiqtol forms are often
rendered as future, referring to an action in the immediate future.
The third observation pertains to the second element of the formula. Regarding
Types A and B, the second element is the noun "|Y7 ("way") which has a personal
suffix. In 9:9 the Israelites ("the house of Israel and Judah") are accused of bloodshed
19; with 7pS, see Hos 12:3.
142 Nu 5:7; Jdg 9:57; 1 Sam 25:39; 1 Kg 2:44; Ps 7:17; J1 4:4, 7; Ob 15. Cf. 1 Kg 2:33 (qalofmtf).
143 For b27, see 1 Kg 2:32; cf. Est 9:25 (qal of 31 tf). For bx, see Neh 3:36.
144 Babut 1986:476. See below for a refutation of this claim.
145 This terminology is borrowed from Hals (1989:119).
146 For a list of this formula outside Ezekiel, see Babut (1986:474).
147 Without listing all the differences, we note that the present, present perfect/past or the future tenses
have been used in rendering each of these four cases.
148 Allen 1994:123, 129,231.
149 J.-M. § 112fg; cf W.-O'C. §30.5.Id and n.17
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and perversity. In response to this, God declares that there will be no mercy (9:10a),
followed by the requital formula (9:10b). The accusation does not specify any offence
but provides only a general description of the misconduct. In 11:21 the accusation
points to idolatry,150 but its contrast with "following the statutes and keeping the
ordinances ofGod" (v.20) suggests a more general negative description of the people
concerned. This is different from Ez 16 where the crime of the woman is specified as
adultery and bloodshed (v.38). These crimes, especially adultery, are not isolated
incidents but offences which characterise the conduct of the woman.151 Lastly, in the
accusation of the four classes of people in 22:25-29, their conduct, which is often
contradictory to how they are supposed to act, is also depicted in a rather generalised
way. For example, the job of the priests is to differentiate clean from unclean, but
they are not doing so (v.26). The prophets are supposed to speak what Yahweh
commands them to speak, but instead they see false visions and tell lies (v.27). In
other words, their offence lies in acting contrary to what their office requires. After
the indictment or judgement, God pronounces the requital formula. The point of this
consideration is that the word "[77 used in the requital formula does not refer to any
specific action of the people, but to their general conduct or way of life. For this use
of"[77 in Ezekiel, one may consider 7:4, 9 where it again denotes the general conduct
of the people.
In the most detailed study of the word "[17 published so far, Zehnder
distinguishes four semantic groups (with further subdivisions) of the word: concrete
spatial usage; movement related; (morally assessed) life style; and journey through
life.152 Without going into detail, he classifies the above cases as belonging to the
1 ST
group "Conduct/Way of Life" ("Lebenswandel") which our observation above
confirms. Of special relevance to us is his comparison between sentences involving
this use of "[77 and those without.154 Consider for example the following two
sentences:
(a) "I do not like your actions/deeds" and
(b) "I do not like your ways".
Some differences between them can be noted:
(1) In (a) the actions as far as they are expressed by a verb are temporally defined,
but the temporal clement is dropped in (b).
150 Allen 1994:166.
151 Note the use of the participle 731T (v.30) to characterise the woman after the verb HUT is used to
describe her activity (vv. 15, 16, 17,26,28).
152 Zehnder 1999:296. Cf. Aitken 1998:28-29.
153 Zehnder 1999:326.
154 The following is based on Zehnder (1999:476-478).
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(2) While in (a) the action is a self-contained unit having a beginning and an end, in
(b) the actions are not considered as individual units but a collective whole
("kollectiver Plural").
(3) While an individual action is connected with a pinnacle of action, the way as a
totality of actions understood as a unity is more concerned with a certainty of
direction ("Richtungsbestimmtheit").
(4) In using "way/s" the inchoative aspect of an action is dropped whereas the final
aspect passes on from the individual action to the totality of action now
understood as a unity.
In this understanding, the use of "way" represents an abstraction and generalisation
from individual actions. The word characterises the conduct of the person concerned.
It says more about the character than any individual action of the person. The
temporal starting and ending points of each individual action are not important. What
is significant is the direction the "way" is going. How this direction is evaluated can
only be determined from the context. One implication of this consideration is that the
requital formula and similar sayings cannot be used by Koch to support his idea of a
dynamistic worldview. In his argument he underscores an action as such: in
performing an act, the act remains as a physical spatial substance in the world which
he calls "schicksalwirkende Tatsphare".153 By using the word "|~n as a metaphor for
the conduct or character of a person, the requital formula and similar sayings (e.g.
Prov 28:10)156 say nothing about any particular action and its consequence as such.
• *157The concern is more with character than actions.
Regarding Type C, the second element is mm nbtf which is clearly not
general but refers to a specific action of Zedekiah, namely, the oath he takes in
making the covenant with Nebuchadnezzar. Regarding Type D, in 7:3 and 7:8 the
second element JTQmrrbD does not, again, refer to any specific action but is used as
a term to characterise negatively the behaviour of Israel. Its use as a parallel to Dmi
in its context confirms this. In 23:49 HDT refers to the adultery and bloodshed of the
woman. From the context, we know that the rather specific reference of the second
element in 17:19 and 23:49 leads to a rather specific reference to the punishment
concerned. This has been dealt with in previous chapters.
The fourth observation is related to the third element, 1Z7N7H (Types A and C) or
fby (Types B, D and E). Except in 16:43, tZ?X"D always has a personal suffix.
Whether 16:43 should be emended is of no special importance since the context
155 Koch 1962:398. Cf. Koch 1983:65.
156 Used by Koch (1983:59).
157 Cf. Bostrom 1990:138.
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clearly shows that it refers to the head of the woman (Jerusalem). The word ttftn is
1 SR
often used pars pro toto for the ethically responsible person, ~ and the preposition D
indicates localisation.139 Thus, the reference of is "on the head", that is, "on the
person". As for its meaning, Rabinowitz comparing with Egyptian and Aramaic
sources argues that it means "on the responsibility or liability o/'.160 Some take up
this idea and render the formula as "I held them responsible for their behaviour".161
Regarding Types B, D and E, Maon holds that the simplest Hebrew expression for
the idea of responsibility is the use of the preposition followed by the person
concerned or a member of the body (e.g. U?K"I) or possessions. ~ Babut, however,
argues that the idea of responsibility is foreign to the formula. His argument is based
on an analysis of the various types of the formula (given above) in 2 Sam 16:8;
1 Kg 2:32, 33, 37, 44. By comparing 1 Kg 2:37 and 44, he holds that the formulae
"your blood will be on your head" and "Yahweh will bring back your wickedness on
your head" have the same meaning. By considering 1 Kg 2:33, he concludes that the
formula should not involve the idea of responsibility since Joab's descendants are not
responsible for Joab's killing. Hence, he holds that the formula should mean
"(faire) subir (a quelqu'un) les consequences d'un crime".164 It is not clear, however,
that the two formulae in 1 Kg 2:37 and 44 have the same meaning.165 Moreover, the
idea that corporate responsibility which seems to be denied by Babut should not be
dismissed from a proper interpretation of 1 Kg 2:33.166
Bovati's study on the legal process in the Hebrew Bible sheds more light on the
requital formula. According to him, formulae of the above types belong to the last
stage ofjuridical procedures in ancient Israel, namely, the execution of the verdict.
158 Beuken and Dahman 1993:275.
159 Jenni 1992:193.
160 Rabinowitz 1957:399 (his italics). See also Rabinowitz (1959:210).
161
E.g. Allen 1990:31 (regarding Ez 22:31); cf. Breuer 1993:41.
162 Maon 1985:357. He finds similar expressions in Ugaritic, Aramaic and Phoenician.
163 Babut 1986:479.
164 Babut (1986:479), followed by Mulder (1990:113).
165 The "blood restriction formula" is first of all found in Leviticus (20:9, 11-13, 16, 27). It clearly
belongs to the legal sphere, and more specifically, is employed in the sentence (Bovati 1994:359).
As such, it establishes that the accused is guilty (Bovati 1994:359; Budd 1996:292; Gerlemann
1997:338). A consequence of this is that it also exonerates the bloodguilt of the executioner
(Zimmerli 1979:384; Hartley 1992:339; Allen 1994:276; Gerlemann 1997:338). Regarding its use
in Ez 18:13, Matties (1990:78) goes as far as to say that it "absolvefs] Yahweh of responsibility for
the consequences of the sinner's actions". If that is the case, then the meaning of the formula
proposed by Babut is too limited.
166 For a recent discussion, see Kaminsky (1995:104 and n.32).
167 Bovati 1994:373-380. Although he has not dealt specifically with Ezekiel, some considerations
from Ezekiel confirm his opinion. For instance, in Ez 7:3 and 8 the "judgement" in the sense of
passing on a sentence (against Greenberg [1983a: 147] and Brownlee [1986:104] who render UDttt"
as "to punish") is followed by the formula which speaks of punitive consequences. This is also true
205
168
This is to be distinguished from the sentencing. Regarding this, he makes a
distinction between two cases, one emphasising the aspect of punishment and the
other retribution.169 The specificity of the second case is that the
'retributive' nature of punishment brings out the link between crime (or
innocence) and punishment (or acquittal/favourable decree) in such a way that
the justice of the judgment appears obvious: anyone who has done evil (in the
sense of having transgressed the law and committed a crime) is made to
undergo ... proportionate suffering; those who have not done evil have their
right satisfied, are repaid for any injury received, and have the exercise of
their liberty guaranteed.170
According to him, the formulae under consideration belongs to the second case, i.e.,
they are more concerned with retribution. He also notes that the formula is composed
of three elements and his discussion is more general. The first element is a verb,
especially |n3, 2TO' (hiphil) and DblP' (piel), which expresses the idea of "giving" or
"handing over". The second element is a complement which is the direct object of the
verb. It admits of two basic forms: (1) the object of the verb means "behaviour" or
"conduct" (cf. Ez 9:10); or a variant of this in which the complement consists of the
preposition 3 prefixed to a noun phrase (cf. Ez 7:9); (2) the object of the verb means
"recompense" so that the phrase formed by the verb plus the object expressed "what
is already contained in the verb itself, but leaving unspecified the reason for the
retribution" (e.g. Ps 28:4b). The third element is a reference to the guilty/innocent
accused. It is always a prepositional phrase usually with the preposition b, bi? or 3
which either prefixes a noun representing the person (e.g. pTI) or has a personal
suffix.171
From the above, note first that the formula has a legal function, namely, to
designate the execution of the sentence or the verdict. As such it can be rendered as
I 79
"I am imposing (the penalty of) your conduct (etc.) on you". Secondly, the second
element, which often generally denotes behaviour or conduct, or specifically some
offensive actions, points out the reason for the punishment. Hence, thirdly, by
incorporating this second element, the formula emphasises the idea of retribution
for Ez 16:49 (with judgement found in 16:38) and 23:49 (with judgement found in 23:45). It is
interesting to note that only in case of Ez 23:43-49 are all the judges and the executioners of the
sentence human.
168 Bovati 1994.371-372. He notes that the "blood restriction formula" is better relegated to the stage
of sentencing (1994:359). In this sense the formula underlines the guilt and the responsibility of the
person concerned (cf. Boecker 1964:138-139; Matties 1990:78). This shows that one should not
(as Babut does) confuse the blood restriction formula with the requital formula which emphasises




172 Cf. Greenberg 1983a: 147; HALOT734 (on Ez 7:3).
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more than punishment, or more specifically, the idea of proportionate suffering. This
is connected with poetic justice which holds that a punishment is commensurate to
the offence and hence is just and justified, although this formula lacks the specificity
found in poetic justice. If this is the case, then both (a) the claim that this formula
173
shows that acts "boomerang" back to the actor, an idea going back to Koch, and
(b) Koch's extrapolation from the formula that the role of God is that of a midwife
who completes what is already in action, are in need of correction. Regarding the first
claim, the point of the formula is to indicate that just punishment is imposed on the
offender. Regarding the second point, the fact that human persons and not Yahweh
are the subject of the formula in Ez 23:49 renders Koch's understanding problematic.
Fourthly, the executioner of the punishment is usually God himself (except in 23:49).
He is the one who imposes the punishment on the accused who has now been
declared guilty with an announcement of punishment. This has to do with the reason
that God alone brings just judgement.174
6.2. "I will judge you according to your way(s)"




□3nx DDW'X TOY7D tf'X 18:30
vmV'to] TOTTD 24:14
DDDK DDW'X TOTTD tf'X 33:20
DTIDDIP' nana 36:19
175
The formula has three components: (1) the verb UDwith Yahweh as subject; (2)
the object of the verb expressed either as a separate pronoun or as a suffix to the
verb; and (3) a prepositional phrase qualifying the verb.
I7j
E.g. Brownlee 1986:106, 165; Lind 1996:83. See also Zimmerli (1979:204), Allen (1994:107).
174 Cf. Bovati 1994:379.
175 The only exception is the MT of 24:14. Some emend the text to "pnUDlP' or "[DDIPX (e.g. Toy
1899:41; Schumpp 1942:126; Eichrodt 1970:335; Dijkstra 1989:14; Einheitsiibersetzung) on (1)
textual grounds: with many manuscripts and the versions (e.g. Ehrlich 1912:96; Herrmann
1924:148; Bertholet 1936:86; Cooke 1936:269; Fohrer 1955:139; Wevers 1969:142; Zimmerli
1979:496; Block 1997:769); (2) internal grounds such as its use elsewhere in Ezekiel (e.g. Fohrer
1955:139; Zimmerli 1979:496; Block 1997:769) or that it fits the context better (e.g. Cooke
1936:269; Zimmerli 1979:496; Greenberg 1997:503). But others keep the MT (e.g. Kraetzschmar
1900:197; Ziegler 1948:76; van den Bom 1954:156; Auvray 1957:95), holding that (1) it is the
harder reading (Allen 1990:55; Greenberg 1997:503); and (2) there is an interchange between God
and his earthly executioners (e.g. Aalders 1955:392; Maarsingh 1988:151; Greenberg 1997:503).
In favour of the emendation, we note that, unlike other passages, the interchange of God and
human is too abrupt here. Moreover, the emendation fits the context well after a series of actions
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The verb ODIZ? admits of different meanings.176 It can mean "to govern" (e.g.
Gen 19:9). More relevant to us is the meaning "to judge". In a situation where right
and wrong are not clearly distinguished the act of judging may be required to decide
and separate them (e.g. Dt25:l). This can be seen, for instance, in the expression
pm ... pD D3IZ7 (e.g. Gen 16:5; Ez 34:20; cf. Ez 34:17, 22). When judging someone
in the right, UDlP has the nuance of "to defend, to save, to vindicate".177 But for the
guilty, "the action by which a judge decrees a punitive sanction is also expressed by
the verb 78 Thus, UDW means the handing down of a sentence of punishment.179
180
This seems to be the meaning of the verb in our cases above. In these cases, the
emphasis is not on deciding whether someone has done good or evil since the
contexts clearly indicate that there is a guilty party, but on the delivering of a
sentence of punishment whose content is not always made explicit. In the above
cases, the objects of LJDlP, the recipients of the sentence, are "the land of Israel" (7:3,
8), "the house of Israel" (18:30; 33:20; 36:19), and "Jerusalem" (24:14).
That the sentence delivered is not arbitrary is shown by the use of a qualifying
prepositional phrase. It is the syntagm D + "["17 with a personal suffix, and in two
cases with an additional rnVfyjfDI181 with the same personal suffix which agrees with
the object of the verb. In these cases, the word "p"F refers to the general conduct of
the people182 and some implications of this use have already been mentioned above.
Regarding the use of the preposition D, two observations can be made. First,
according to Jenni, all the above six uses belong to the class "Vergeltung nach
AnlaB". For Jenni, "Die Veranlassung zu vergeltendem Handeln wird durch D in
Verbindung mit einem sehr allgemeinen Ausdruck fur Handeln ... angegeben, der
sehr oft eine Wertung beinhaltet".183 That is to say, the (QpDTT ("way/s") (and
"deeds") is the reason for the sentence. It is because of the conduct of the people that
184 • •
God delivers his sentence. While this formula certainly assumes that one's conduct
is related to one's recompense, it also clearly shows the role of Yahweh as a judge
who delivers his sentence after deliberation. The recompense is not automatic as
suggested by Koch. Apart from being a reason for the sentence, the relation between
with Yahweh as the subject.
176




180 Liedke 1971:72; Bovati 1994:206n.92.
181 The pair "[TT-nV'bS? occurs only in Ezekiel (14:22, 23; 20:43, 44; 24:14; 36:17, 19), referring to the
conduct of the Israelites. Cf. Ps 103:7.
182 Zehnder 1999:326.
183 Jenni 1994:100.
184 Cf. Ez 14:22-23.
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the sentence and the people's conduct is further qualified by the preposition 3. This
leads to our second observation.
In the above cases, the preposition 3 is usually rendered as "according to",185
186 • 187
"entsprechend/gemafi/nach", "overeenkomstig/naar gelang van". In these cases
the meaning of "according to" is not "as stated by someone" as in "according to A it
means ...", but "in a manner or degree that is in proportion to (something)" as in
188
"salary according to experience". In this sense, the sentence delivered is not
random but is limited by what is attached to the preposition, in this case, (D^Dn
("way/s"). The sentence is decided in proportion to the ways of the people and is
appropriate to their conduct. By saying that the announced punishment is made
according to something, it suggests that there is a scale against which the punishment
is measured and this scale is nothing other than the conduct of the people itself. This
seems to be an apologetic statement countering any possible complaint of injustice.
Beneath this idea of justice or fairness is the presupposition, which the prophet
assumes to be accepted universally, that to take one's conduct as the measuring rod
for one's recompense is just. At a time when the Israelites were questioning if the
exile was a fair punishment, Ezekiel reacted by stressing that God's punishment was
a just one. The fact that this formula is found only in the Book of Ezekiel testifies
that the prophet took seriously the justice of God and hence the responsibility of the
people.
Like the requital formula, this formula underlines the relationship between
punishment and offence. Since this formula occurs in contexts which have no
reference to any specific offensive action (with the possible exception of 24:14 where
bloodshed is mentioned), it takes on the character of a principle which is even more
general than the requital formula. The formula does not indicate exactly what
sentence is delivered in this or that case but only that the punishment is dependent on
the offence. Apart from saying that the conduct of a person is the reason for his/her
recompense, it expresses the general principle that the conduct of a person is the
189
measure against which the punishment is issued. This idea reflects the general
185
E.g. Greenberg 1983a: 142; Block 1997:247.
186
E.g. Herrmann 1924:46; Pohlmann 1996:111,258.
187
E.g. Noordtzij 1957:85; Dijkstra 1986:75, 178.
188 Burchfield 1998:15; cf. NSOED 1:15 ("in a manner consistent with or a degree proportioned to").
189 This differs in emphasis from the phrase □,UDtt7'03 ODtt? which is found only in Ezekiel within the
OT (7:27; 23:24; 44:24). According to Jenni (1992:148-149), the preposition 3 is beth normae,
i.e., that which is prefixed by 3 is a norm or measure for some action (cf. BDB 90). Thus, the
phrase can be rendered as "to judge by/in accord with/on the basis of ordinances". See also the
translations by Cooke (1936:85), Greenberg (1983a: 145, 1997:472), Allen (1990:42; 1994:99) and
Block (1997:269). In these cases, the emphasis is put on using the ordinances of a certain group
(Israel in 7:27; some foreign nations in 23:24; Yahweh in 44:24) as the point of reference for the
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principle of "like for like" which underlies poetic justice. They all have the same
implication that punishment corresponding to the offence of the people is just.
6.3. "I will do as you have done"
The phrase "I will do190 as you have done" (rP727'27 "1127X3 "[JY1X [QjTftCS?"!) in
this form occurs only at 16:59 in Ezekiel.191 Similar forms can be found in 7:27
(nmx r?127'27X nana) and 39:24 (Dnx TPI27S7 Drp27127'S31 □nxnttD).192 These phrases say
that Yahweh's action corresponds to what others have done.
We will not repeat here what has been said regarding Ez 16:59-63 in Chapter
Two. Note that what Jerusalem has done is to "despise the oath by breaking the
covenant" (v.59b). God's reaction has already been mentioned in some detail in
vv.35-43a. Jenni holds that the meaning of "1127X3 here refers to "Vergeltung, wie
veranlaBt".193 Unlike Ez 16:59, "1127X3 having this meaning can also be used in cases
where the same two agents are not found in both actions (e.g. Ru 1:8), or the same
verb is not used (e.g. Jdg 1:7). In cases where exactly the same action is performed in
both the offence and the punishment, the agens of the offence becomes the patiens of
the punishment. For example, in Lev 24:19-20 the one who maims another will suffer
the same injury. Or in Jer 50:29 Babylon which has besieged other cities and killed
many will be besieged and have its inhabitants killed. In Ez 16:59 by using the same
verb (i.e., 1712727) for the actions of Jerusalem and God, the text says that God does the
same as Jerusalem did in breaking the covenant. This may seem surprising but from
w.35-43a what God as the husband would do (e.g. the withdrawal of gifts and
protection) amounts to the breaking of the marriage covenant. Although the precise
ways in which the woman (Jerusalem) and the husband (God) break the covenant are
different, there is no doubt that both actions can be characterised as breaking the
covenant. Thus, it is rightly said that the idea of lex talionis is behind this formula.194
Regarding 7:27 there are basically two interpretations of in □3"1"77D.I9? The
first is to take it as causal in meaning, "on account of, because of'.196 This use can
judging action. As such, this phrase is less concerned with the conduct of the people than perhaps
the authority and impartiality of the judging action.
190 Some scholars find the future sense in the weqatal form difficult. Ehrlich (1912:61) proposes to
change [QJ'n'lPVI to ni27'57X X*7. Cornill (1886:272), followed by Kraetzschmar (1900:155), Cooke
(1936:181) and Wevers (1969:103), drops the 1, rendering it as "when I have done to you ...". See
also Schumpp (1942:86), Brownlee (1986:242). Allen (1994:232) renders it as a question. Most
scholars keep the MT and render it as a statement.
191 See also Lev 24:19, 20; Jdg 1:7; Ob 15.
192 Cf. 35:11 (referring to Mount Seir: nJVTO HP'S IJIXipDI -|DXD TPtP'PI).
193 Jenni 1994:97.
194 Smend 1880:105; Maarsingh 1988:30. Cf. Breuer 1993:132: "measure for measure"; Block
1997:515: "principle of reciprocity".
195 Some scholars emend the Hebrew to DDTTD according to the LXX. E.g. Cornill 1886:221; Toy
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also be found in Ez 35:11 (1TlX3tPO). Thus, in 7:27 God declares that his future
punishing action is caused by the conduct of the people. The second is its usual
1Q7 • •
meaning "from (among)". In this case, God states that his action is actually derived
or borrowed from the people's previous actions. God will act as the people have
acted. Thus, the conduct of the people is not only the cause of God's response, but
also the model for God's action. To decide between these options, note that the
immediate context speaks of God judging on the basis of the people's ordinances
(QUDtZt'N Thus, the point of the text is not simply to state the reason
for God's action, but to indicate that there is a reference point for God's action.
Hence, the second meaning is preferred. Although it is not clear which action of the
people would be borrowed by God when he acts, the text shows that God's
punishment corresponds to the offence of the people.
Lastly, note that we have already dealt with 39:24 in the last chapter. It suffices
here to stress, in line with what we have mentioned above in this chapter, that the
action ofGod corresponds to the uncleanness and transgressions of the people.
7. Conclusion
In this chapter we have examined the relationship between offence and its
consequence from the perspective of poetic justice. Passages displaying poetic justice
show that the consequence is made to look like the offence by incorporating some
features of the offence. That is to say, the consequence is related to the offence by
being like the offence. Thus, the principle governing the transition from offence to its
consequence is that of "like for like". This principle is general and can be actualised
in various forms. In the case of Ezekiel, this "likeness" is forged by various means
including the repetition of the same verb of action in both the offence and
consequence, the repetition of the same agents, the use of the means for committing
the offence in executing the consequence, the portrayal that the consequence is as
outrageous as the act, or the consequence rendering the act futile. In these cases, it is
mostly Yahweh and sometimes a human agent who carries out the punishment for the
offence. In some cases, synergism between Yahweh and human agents can be seen.
This principle of "like for like" as found in these cases is not forensic in nature, nor is
it based on the principle that impurity demands a resolution.
1899:10; Herrmann 1924:48; Ziegler 1948:28; Pohlmann 1996:113. Others claim that the p
should be retained. See further below. But even if the emendation is allowed, it would not alter our
overall argument that God's punishing action is like the offence of the people.
196
E.g. Cooke 1936:88; Zimmerli 1979:200; Allen 1994:103; Block 1997:269. Cf. Smend 1880:47.
197
E.g. Hitzig 1847:56; Keil 1876a: 111; Aalders 1955:151; Fisch 1950:40; Greenberg 1983a: 157,
referring to BDB (579).
198 For this phrase, see Note 189 above.
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Although the principle is general, it is fundamental and pervasive in human
civilisation. It is sometimes actualised in the lex talionis or "mirror punishments"
which can be said to have talionic features. The principle and its various
actualisations appeal to the deep-rooted idea of retributive justice. That is to say,
when a punishment inflicted on an offender is like the offence, there is retributive
justice. Thus, by forging correspondences between punishment and offence, Ezekiel
not only creates a link between these two, but also appeals to the fundamental idea
that justice is done when punishment is like the offence. This provides a strong
apologetic instrument to combat the complaint that Yahweh's punishment is not just.
The fact that the principle can be actualised in different ways provides a basis
to refute a dynamistic understanding of retribution based on texts displaying poetic
justice. That is to say, since an offence could have a variety of different consequences
that all still bear similarities to the offence, it is not necessary that this particular deed
must inevitably have that particular consequence. Thus, when viewing an offence,
there is no way to know exactly what its corresponding punishment will be. Koch's
argument of a mechanical connection or a nature-like relationship between sin and its
recompense on the basis of poetic justice texts is untenable. These texts demonstrate,
on the contrary, the indefensibility of dynamistic thought.
The idea that the punishment is like the offence is also found in various
expressions. Three such expressions have been examined here. These expressions
show in different ways not only that punishment is caused by the offence or conduct
of the people, but more importantly that punishment is like the crime. What God will




In this study we have examined the concept of retribution in Ezekiel by
determining the underlying principles governing the transition from evil deed to its
consequence. In Chapter One a review of past literature on the idea of retribution sets
the stage for the study. Koch's article on retribution is taken as the point of departure.
He claims that the OT depicts a mechanistic understanding of the connection
between act and consequence and therefore retribution understood as a divine
intervention according to predetermined norms is simply non-existent. This claim is
challenged by many scholars whose studies either revise or refute Koch's argument.
His claim suffers most under the considerations that linguistic structure does not
necessarily reflect thought structure or reality, or that there are different stylistic uses
of language, or that language does not simply have a descriptive function. Language
does not necessarily re-present the mechanism of act and consequence. It can be
poetic or rhetorical with an aim to convince the audience of the moral vision held by
the speaker, or to highlight and even create the connection between act and
consequence so as to put the justice of God into greater relief. What remains to be
seen is whether retribution can be understood in simply juridical terms, and how
retribution can be just (or punishment well-deserved). Taking cues from some studies
on retribution, we attempted to show that the idea of retribution in its negative aspect
with reference to Israel/Judah as depicted in Ezekiel is basically governed by three
principles.
The first principle examined in Chapters Two and Three is that the act-
consequence-connection is governed by a juridical understanding, and in particular
by the covenant. The basic idea of this principle is that the act-consequence-
connection is juridical in nature. The consequence of one's act is determined by an
external agent according to agreed upon norms. Thus, while this principle certainly
takes into consideration legal sanctions, it also includes the terms of a covenant as
such. In Chapter Two we examined the word lYHn ("covenant") in three passages in
Ezekiel (Ez 16, 17, 20). In Ez 16 the wordms refers to a marriage covenant in the
metaphor. Inherent in a marriage covenant are mutual obligations between the
husband and the wife. While the man is obliged to provide food, clothes, oil and
protection, the woman is expected to reciprocate by not abusing the property of her
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husband and by being loyal to him. However, the wife not only misused what the
husband had given her to make images, she also sacrificed their children and
committed harlotry with all passers-by. In response, the husband judged her as an
adulteress and shedder of blood. The punishments that she would receive are those
inflicted on an adulteress or a murderer. According to the marriage covenant, the
husband divorced her by taking back what he had given her. And according to the
sanctions for adultery (and murder), her brothels are destroyed and she is stoned and
mutilated.
In Ez 17 the word rP"Q primarily denotes a vassal treaty, namely, the one
between Zedekiah and Nebuchadnezzar. This treaty was accompanied by an oath of
Zedekiah to Yahweh, appealing to Yahweh as the witness and guarantor of the treaty.
In a vassal treaty, the vassal is supposed to give up independence in external politics
and pay a tribute. But Zedekiah violated the treaty by trying to secure military
assistance from Egypt. Yahweh, being the guarantor of the vassal treaty, serves as a
judge who delivers a verdict on Zedekiah in his absence. Moreover, what is to
happen to Zedekiah as described in Ez 12 parallels the curses found in some ANE
treaties which are imposed upon a person who breaches those treaties. Thus,
Zedekiah who violated the treaty was punished according to its terms. The juridical
tone rings loudly in this case. But Zedekiah violated more than just the vassal treaty.
In revoking his treaty with Nebuchadnezzar, he was also despising the oath he took,
thus breaking a covenant with Yahweh as well. This treason against Yahweh is
repaid by punishment couched in the stereotypical language of "spreading of net and
snare" which in Ezekiel refers to the divine punishment of rulers.
In Ez 20 the "rule of the covenant" (IVO mOD) serves the same function as
the statutes and ordinances in a covenant. Obedience to it is a criterion for whether a
person keeps the covenant and hence for determining the fate of that person.
In Chapter Three we considered the theme of curses and blessings of a
covenant and its use in Ezekiel. By comparing similar details between Ezekiel and
Lev 26, we argued that Ezekiel used the covenantal framework of Lev 26 and the
theme of curses and blessings associated with it. The covenantal curses of Lev 26
were utilised sometimes sporadically and sometimes quite extensively in Ezekiel in
terms of both the order and content of the curses. This use is most prominent in
Ez 4-6 and 14:12-23. In some cases, the curses are seen as realised not only during
the exile as in Lev 26, but already during the siege of Jerusalem. In some other cases,
Ezekiel intensified the extent of the curses by adding the qualifier *73 ("all, every"). In
these cases Ezekiel interpreted what happened to Judah/Jerusalem as the actualisation
of the curses, thus trying to convict the people of their violation of the covenant. In
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other cases, the execution of the curses simply serves as basic assumptions on which
Ezekiel built his argument to convince the people that they were responsible for their
plight. That Ezekiel used the covenantal framework of Lev 26 is further buttressed by
his use of the blessings of Lev 26 in Ez 34 and 37 in connection with the covenant of
peace. Differing from Lev 26 where the blessings are conditional upon the obedience
of the people, the blessings in Ez 34 and 37 are delivered by God without regard to
the behaviour of the people. In one case, it is even said that God himself will
guarantee the people's future obedience of his statutes and ordinances, thus fulfilling
the condition for his blessings.
The second principle examined in Chapters Four and Five is that impurity
requires its resolution. Basic to this principle is the idea that impurity should be
confined or disposed. One way to do this is to remove the source of impurity. Thus,
the connection between act and consequence is likened to the connection between the
production of impurity (i.e., the act) and the removal of (the source of) impurity (i.e.,
the consequence). Being a priest, Ezekiel's use of the priestly categories of
purity/impurity to interpret the act-consequence-connection is not surprising. In
Chapter Four we looked into the idea of impurity in the OT in general and Ezekiel in
particular. We identified three types of impurities: permanent, ritual and moral.
While ritual impurity is the basic concern of Leviticus, Ezekiel was preoccuppied
with moral impurity. The most fundamental cause ofmoral impurity is idolatry which
involves both the worship of idols and the worship of Yahweh with unprescribed
rituals. The defiling power of idolatry is immense, capable of polluting the sanctuary,
the land and the idolaters themselves. It can also lead to the profanation of the
Sabbath and Yahweh's holy name. The pollution of the temple and the land, two
fundamental elements in Yahwism, is therefore of great concern to Ezekiel.
In Chapter Five we investigated the relationship between impurity and
retribution. Purity is the prime concern of the temple vision in Ez 8-11. There the
main offence of the people is idolatry, resulting in the pollution of the temple. We
argued that the slaughter in Ez 9 and the burning of the city Jerusalem in Ez 10 are
responses to the pollution of the temple/city. The slaughter in Ez 9 can be seen as a
niD penalty, which in Ezekiel is applied most clearly to people who commit idolatry
(14:8). It consists chiefly of the divine execution which results in premature death
and termination of a person's line. The main purpose of the penalty is to control the
spread of impurity especially when the social control of it is weak. It is a means to
remove permanently the source of the most defiling impurity. Regarding the burning
of Jerusalem in Ez 10, we noted first that fire is not just an agent of punishment, it is
also an agent of purification. It is a means of purification used in metallurgical
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description and also in cleansing metal vessels from corpse-contamination. The
metaphor of Jerusalem as a crucible to which fire is applied for purification purposes
can be found in Ez 22 and 24. We demonstrated that the same idea also appears in
Ez 10. Burning is a means to purify the city. Thus, the connection between the act of
producing moral impurity and the consequence of being removed by the rVD penalty
and subjected to fire is governed by the principle that impurity demands its
resolution.
For Ezekiel, the exile, the forced removal of the inhabitants from their land to
other nations, is a reaction to the defilement of the land. The exile serves as a means
to dispose from the land the source of defilement so that the land will not be polluted
any more. The people who defiled the land were not able to possess the land. This
concern for the purity of the land is also a theme in the reconstructed past history of
Israel (Ez 20). There the first self-defiling generation was denied access to the land
and the second generation was even dispersed among the nations. In the future, the
people will be cleansed as they re-enter the land. They must also remove from the
land the idols with which they had defiled themselves. The emphasis is not simply on
the purity of the people, but also on the purity of the land and this forms the focus of
the history of Israel — from the reconstructed past to the present exile, and from the
present exile to the future (re-)entering to the land.
The third principle governing the transition from act to consequence, examined
in Chapter Six, is that the consequence is like the act by incorporating some features
of the act. This is the principle of "like for like". This "likeness" is forged by the
repetition of the same verb of action in both the act and the consequence, the
repetition of the same agent(s), the use of the means for committing the deed in
executing the consequence, the portrayal of the consequence as outrageous as the
deed, or rendering the deed futile by the consequence. Texts having these features are
said to display poetic justice. This principle is general and can be actualised in many
different ways such as the lex talionis in the legal domain. In this understanding, the
consequence is constructed in such a way so as to be appropriate to the act. Texts
displaying poetic justice appeal to our sense of retributive justice. Since there are
different ways in which a consequence is made to look like the act, texts displaying
poetic justice speak against a mechanistic understanding of the act-consequence-
connection. Some expressions such as "I will put your way(s) on your head" are also
illustrations of this principle of "like for like".
These three principles governing retribution are distinct from each other. The
principle that the act-consequence-connection is governed by a covenant is juridical
in tone because it requires an external agent to serve as the judge who deliberates on
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what should happen to the actor according to some agreed norms. These norms can
be the terms of the covenant (in the sense of a marriage covenant, a vassal treaty, or a
covenant between Yahweh and Israel), or they can be the curses or blessings which
are part and parcel of a covenant. The person who violates a covenant is subjected to
the terms laid down in the covenant. This legal understanding of retribution displays
a distrust in the idea that the world is mechanistic in retribution, that the world in
itself is self-regulating with respect to retribution, and asks instead for the
intervention of an external agent. In contrast to the first one, the principle that
impurity demands a resolution does not carry a forensic flavour. It conjures up a
picture totally different from that of the first principle. Categories beyond legal
thinking are required to be able to conceive that an action can actually defile the
people, the temple and the land. The resolution of the impurity by means of the n~D
penalty, or fire, or exile has a logic of its own, but the idea that impurity should be
dealt with is not unique to Israel. The concept of impurity and purification also
existed in the ANE context. Being a priest, the categories of purity/impurity and
purification/defilement are congenial to Ezekiel and are used by him to interpret the
events happening around him, especially those connected with the temple and the
land. Lastly, the principle of "like for like", that the consequence of an action bears
some similarities to the act, is the most general among the three principles examined.
It is applicable to a variety of cases, including those not covered by both the first and
second principles. Since it is so adaptable to different cases, it is at the same time
vague and general. There is no way to tell which aspect of an act will be reflected in
its consequence to make the latter appropriate to the former. How this "like for like"
is conceived and actualised depends not only on cultural backgrounds but also on
individual cases.1
That the act-consequence-connection is governed by some principles serves as
a response to the question of theodicy. Confronted with the people's claim that
Yahweh is not just in dispensing what have happened to them, Ezekiel in his oracles
seeks to convict and convince. He attempts to convict the people of their guilt by
reminding them that it is because of what they have done that these things are
happening to them. There is a connection between their actions and the consequences
they are now bearing and this is a connection of which they should all be aware.
Their claim to be descendants of Abraham who possessed the land promised to him
by God implies that they know they are in a covenantal relationship with Yahweh
their God and also that their keeping or violating the covenant would result in the
delivery of blessings or curses respectively. Again, they must have knowledge of the
1 Cf. Henberg 1990:62.
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requirement to be clean and the rituals for purification. They are equally aware of the
demand to be morally pure lest they defile themselves, the temple and the land.
Lastly, the idea that "like for like", realised in concrete terms in a variety of ways, is
deep, fundamental and pervasive in the human civilisation. The point is that the
people should acknowledge their responsibility in causing the present plight.
Commenting on Isaiah's oracles of doom, Barton says that "das kommende Unheil
... nicht als ganz und gar unverstandliche Willkiir Gottes, sondern als notwendige
Folge der nationalen Stinden begreifbar wird".2 This comment applies equally to
Ezekiel. He, however, does more than to convict. He also tries to convince the people
that God is just in his actions. If God acts according to the terms of the covenant, and
if he removes impurity as they are expected to with their ritual impurity, and if he
repays like for the like, then God is just in how he acts. What he has inflicted upon
the people cannot simply be an emotive reaction to the acts of the people, it is also a
calculated reaction which ensures that the people bear a consequence appropriate to
what they have done. The justice of Yahweh is the message of Ezekiel.3 Although
this message does not assuage the physical pain of the people, it can at least soothe
the dejected mind of those who claim that "the way of the Lord is not according to
the standard"4 (18:25, 29).
The present consideration of these three principles demonstrates the inadequacy
of both Koch and Horst because retribution is understood not as mechanistic, nor
simply juridical in nature. Retribution is also conceived in purity categories and in
terms of the general principle "like for like". This principle of "like for like" is of
special importance. We have already mentioned in Chapter Six that it confutes the
mechanistic idea, but it is also non-juridical in two senses. First, it is true that some
laws found, for instance, in the Code of Hammurabi reflect this principle.5 But the
fact that a specific consequence is announced ad hoc for a specific offence6 implies
that the consequence for that offence cannot be described as meted out according to
some pre-determined norms. Second, the particularity of the consequence for an
offence implies that no universal application of that act-consequence-connection is
intended. This contradicts the intention of the universal application of laws in
juridical thought.
2 Barton 1987:434.
3 Cf. Fishbane 1984:147-148; Barton (1987:435): "Nicht moralische Erneuerung, sondern
Verktindigung der Gottesgerechtigkeit war die Aufgabe der Propheten ...".
4 Delcor (1997), followed by Schenker (1981:458) and Lust (1987:135-136), argues for this




Against Fishbane (1984:148) who claims that there is no "focused attempt in the Book of Ezekiel
to correlate specific sins with specific judgments".
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The three principles under consideration have implications for the current
discussion on corporate and individual retribution. It seems that whether corporate or
individual retribution is in view depends partly on the principle and the imagery used.
For example, in Ez 16 Jerusalem is conceived as a woman and hence punishment is
targeted on her as an individual only. One may also compare the more individualistic
tone in Ez 20:32-38. This is different from the idea of moral impurity. Referring to
the image of the smelting furnace in Is 1:21 -26, Miller says that
[s]uch an image also points to the communal character of the experience of
judgment. Purification cannot take place here and there, removing the alloy or
impurities while leaving the silver alone. The silver as a whole must go
through the smelting furnace.7
Thus, it would be hard to avoid the idea of corporate retribution when this sort of
imagery is used in Ezekiel. This also applies to the case of the impurity of the land.
By considering the function ofDin Kaminsky argues that "the community as a whole
was obligated to make every attempt possible to avoid polluting themselves or their
land".8 Ezekiel always conceives the offender as the whole community instead of
individuals in connection with the defilement of the land. The point is that although
impurity is basically an individual's, its ability to defile the sanctuary and land
implies that its ramifications go beyond the individual to the communal level. Thus,
the use of the principle that impurity requires a resolution usually gives a corporate
view of retribution. Regarding the principle of "like for like", since it dictates that a
punishment is appropriate to the offence, the bearer of the consequence is always
limited to the offender, no matter whether the offender is considered as a group or as
an individual. The principle of "like for like" enjoins, by its nature, individual
retribution. This discussion here is rather brief but it aims at pointing out the
relevance of the principles governing retribution in the discussion of individual or
corporate retribution.9
The present study opens up some questions for further examination. One
obvious question is whether the same principles, and if not, what others, can be
found in other biblical books. The literature review in Chapter One shows that the
principle of "like for like" features prominently in Proverbs (and also some prophetic
books). This probably has to do with the general nature of the principle which allows
it to better appeal to the common sensibility of the people and to apply to a wide




9 One may also note that there are cases of vicarious substitutions which can be seen as an
application of the principle "like for like". See the examples given by Miller (1982:107).
219
Does that also apply to the narrative sections of the Bible as found, for instance, in
Judges, Kings, Esther?
Within Ezekiel, we have mentioned briefly the relation between profanation
and sanctification on the one hand, and the history of Israel on the other. This theme
relates to the idea of retribution since the action and fate of Israel in its history are
closely tied to the profanation and sanctification of Yahweh's name. Also related to
the idea of holiness is its connection to building status. Eilberg-Schwartz points to
the difference between ascribed status and achieved status,10 the former being status
assigned to a person for what he/she is and the latter for what he/she does. While
Eilberg-Schwartz's concern is more with impurity, his consideration can also apply,
mutatis mutandis, to holiness. Duguid in his study has examined the past actions of
the leaders of Israel and their future status as shown in the eschatological picture of
Ez 40-48. How the different groups of people relate to the eschatological temple
indicates their state of holiness (cf. Jenson's Graded Holiness) which is an achieved
status related to their past actions. The change in the status of holiness of the people
as a result of their actions is related to retribution. Thus, a combination of the






The first column gives the expression and occurrences in Lev 26. The second
column gives the references in Ezekiel having the same or similar expressions as
Lev 26. The third column lists some references in the rest of the OT having the same
or similar expressions. In some cases, the differences between the expressions are
indicated in parentheses. While the list in column two is exhaustive, this is not so for
column three where some are more exhaustive than the others. An asterisk in column
three indicates that the expression is found only in Lev 26 and Ezekiel.
Expression Lev 26 Ez Others
ibn mprp 3a 5:6,7; 11:12 (D'pna), 20; Lev 18:3,4; 20:23; 1 Kg 3:3;
18:9,17; 20:13,16, 18(n'pna), 6:12; 2 Kg 17:8,19; Jer 44:10,23
19,21; 33:15; 36:27 (apna)
□run □(p)ub jro 4a 34:26 cnnmn) Jer 5:24; Dt 1 l:14(70Q);
1 Kg 17:14 (no nvn); Ps 105:32
(no n373); J1 2:23(77P);
Zee 10:1
Vim pxn in: 4b,20 34:27 Lev 26:20; Dt 11:17; Ps 67:7;
85:12; Zech 8:12
'is mirn p in: 4b,20 34:27 *
iynirb anb bax 5b 12:18,19(eat with terror/fear) Hos 4:10; Mic6:14; Hag 1:6
(pxn) ntnb nun 5b 28:26; 34:25,27(nP),28; Lev 25:18,19; Dt 12:10(no b);
38:8,11,14; 39:6,26 Jdg 18:7; 1 Sam 12:11 (nob);
1 Kg 5:5; Ps 4:9; Prov 3:29;
Is 47:8; Jer 32:37; 49:31;
Zech 2:15; 14:11
nna + mbitf 6b+9a 34:25a; 37:26 Nu 25:12; Is 54:10; Mai 2:5(?)
Tina px 6a 34:28; 39:26 Dt 28:26; Jb 11:19; Is 17:2;
Jer 7:33; 30:10; 46:27; Mic 4:4;
Nah 2:12; Zep 3:13
run rnn maton 6b 34:25 Gen 37:20,33
pxa nay ann 6b 14:17 (cf.5:17;14:15) *
...Da'bX P'm 9a 36:9-11; 37:26 (onlymm) *
mm
nna npn 9b 16:60,62 Gen 6:18; 9:9,11,17;
17:7,19,21; Ex 6:4; Dt8:18
□ pun p: l ia 25:4; 37:27 (Vv + HP) *
Tina pbrnnn 12a 19:6; 28:14 2 Sam 7:6-7
covenant formula 12 11:20; 14:11; 36:28; 37:23,27; Ex 6:7; Jer 7:23; 11:4, etc.
cf.34:24,30
to be servant 13a 34:27 Jer 25:14; 27:7; 30:8; 34:9,10
221




a D'33 im 17a
a nnn 17b




by 127' (beast) 22a



























5:17; 6:3; 11:8; 14:17; 29:8;
33:2
5:17(nay); 14:19,21; 28:23
7:21; 11:9; 16:39; 21:36;















29:9(n,n); 38:8(n'n); cf. 6:6;





Genl7:14; Dt 31:16,20; Jdg2:1;
1 Kg 15:19; 2 Chr 16:3;
Is 24:5;33:8; Jer 11:10; 14:21;
31:32; 33:20,21; Zech 11:10
Levl7:10; 20:3,6
Gen 1:26,28; 1 Kg 5:4;
2 Chr 8:10; Neh 9:28; Is 14:2




1 Sam 15:33 (sword);
Lam l:20(sword)
2 Chr 7:13; Jer 24:10; 29:17;
Am 4:10
Gen 9:2; 14:20, etc.
Ps 105:16
*
Dt 28:53,55,57; 2 Kg 6:28-29;
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niPX3 HIT: 6:8; 12:15;
20:23; 22:15; 29:12; 30:23,26;
36:19
mvbDb mi: 5:2,10,12; 12:14
□'un ns: 12:15; 20:23;
22:15; 29:12; 30:23,26; 36:19
mnX3 pS: 11:16,17;
20:34,41
□'QV(n) f)D: 28:25; 29:13
5:2,12; 12:14; 28:7(no Pnx);
30:11 (no nnx)
12:20;14:15,16;29:9;36:34;
in:: 6:14; 15:8; 29:10,12;
32:15; 33:28,29; 35:7
36:12,13,14 (mountain)
4:17; 24:23; 33:10(only ppQ)
14:13(no3); 15:8(no 3);









Gen 8:21; Ex 29:18, etc.
Jer 12:1 l(niphal)
Ps 44:12 (Q,1J3 mT);
Ps 106:27 (mmX3 mT);
Jer 9:15;30:11 (trim flS);
Dt 4:27;28:64 (□,Q273 flD)
Ex 15:9(no 'iriK)




Lev 5:15(no 3), 21;
Nu 5:6,12,27; Josh 7:1;
22:20,31; 1 Chr 10:13;
2 Chr 28:19; 36:14(no 3)
Gen 9:15,16; Ex2:24;6:5;
1 Chr 16:15; Ps 105:8; 106:45;
111:5; Jer 14:21; Am 1:9
2 Chr 32:23; Ps 98:2; Is 52:10,
etc.
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